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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Our READERS will remember that some weeks ago a committee, 
consisting of judges and officials at the Royal Courts, was 
appointed to consider the subject of taxation in the various 
divisions of the High Court. Several meetings of the committee 
have been held, and if current rumour is correct, the result of 
the inquiry is likely to be that the King’s Bench masters will 
be relieved of the business of taxation of costs, and that a 
Taxing Board will be constituted for all the divisions of the 
High Court. 





In senTENcinc the man Ross for perjury at the Central 
Criminal Court, the Recorder took the opportunity to comment 
upon the inordinate increase of reckless false swearing in 
the courts since the — of giving evidence in their own 
defence was extended to prisoners. There is little doubt 
that a petty jury knows as well as the habitual prisoner 
that he may, if he likes, go into the box on his own behalf. 
The prisoner, therefore, conscious that his abstention would 
be looked upon as the outward sign of a guilty secret, 
elects to give evidence, and forthwith indulges in an account 
of the proceedings under investigation, with a degree of 
colour varying with the limits of his imagination or his 
impudence. But it is permissible to doubt whether a depar- 
ture from the truth, under such circumstances, should in all 
cases be visited with a prosecution for perjury. Not long ago 
a man, charged before a country bench with being drunk and 
disorderly, swore that he had only refreshed himself in one 

ublic-house. After he was discharged it was discovered that 

e had in fact had a second drink in a second public-house. 
Their worships thereupon sent him up on a charge of perjury to 
the assizes, where the learned judge di an acquittal, after 
having expressed a somewhat strong view as to the impropriety of 
the p ings. We hold no brief for perjurers, but cases such as 
this would seem to suggest that the judicial discretion should be 
exercised by those in whom it is vested on as broad lines as 
possible consistently with their duty to society. 





Tue Late Sir Jonny OomMBRELL appears to have had @ some- 
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“Having had fatal experience of the iniquity of the law in 
certain cases, when decisions have been given against common 
sense and justice, I entreat the parties interested in my will not 
to appeal to the law if any difficulty may arise, but to arbitra- 
tion. Having been swindled myself by every lawyer that I ever 
had anything to do with makes me offer this advice to my heirs, 
executors, and assigns.” It may perhaps be surmised that the 
meaning of this is that the gallant admiral had, before 1862, failed 
in some legal proceedings, and had had to pay heavy bills of 
costs. If he had had any experience of arbitration, as conducted 
according to the modern fashion, he might have repented of his 
recommendation to resort to that remedy. As the Westminster 
Gazette has pointed out, his protest resembles that made, some 
200 years before, in a letter by Joun Evetyn, the diarist, where 
he remarks that ‘‘ Im’oderate fees, tedious and ruinous delays, 
and tossings from court to court before an easy cause, which 
might be determin’d by honest gentlemen and understanding 
neighbours, can come to any final issue, may be number’d 
amongst the most vexatious oppressions that call aloud for 
redresse.” Probably no litigant ever believes that a case is 
rightfully decided against him, or that litigation is in the nature 
of things an expensive luxury, and one or two instances have 
come to our notice of late in which testators in recent years 
have taken special precautions against litigation. 





AT THE recent assizes at Exeter a most unusual charge was 
heard against a defendant. He was indicted, under section 18 
of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 119, for wilfully making a false declaration 
for the purpose of procuring his marriage with a woman with 
whom he afterwards went through the form of marriage before 
a registrar; the declaration being that he knew of no legal 
impediment to the marriage. It was proved that the 
prisoner’s mother had had an illegitimate daughter by a 
man who was not the prisoner’s father. It was the daughter 
of this illegitimate daughter. with whom he went through 
the form of marriage. He, therefore, married the daughter 
of his own natural half-sister, or his niece. This person was of 
course within the prohibited degrees of relationship. The 
prosecution was practically, therefore, an indictment for incest. 
The defence shewed that the prisoner held an opinion which 
seems to be common amongst imperfectly educated persons. It 
is universally known that a bastard is filius nullius, or in 
common language, that he has no father. The deduction from 
this is, that he can have no relations whatever; and if this 
were correct, a man might marry his own natural sister of the 
whole blood if she were born to his parents before their 
marriage. Such a state of the law would of course be intolerable, 
and it has never prevailed in this, or probably in any other, 
country. An illegitimate person is, of course, filius nullius for some 
purposes, as inheritance or succession. But the law has always 
recognized his relationship to his natural kindred for all moral 
purposes, and in considering whether two persons are within 
the prohibited degrees, we look at their actual blood relationship 
quite irrespective of the question of legitimacy. In the recent case 
the jury were satisfied that the defendant bond fide believed that he 
was legally entitled to marry his niece under these circumstances, 
and therefore acquitted him. This case calls attention 
to the fact that incest is no crime in this country. This was not 
always so, for in 1650 (during the Commonwealth) both incest 
and adultery were made capital offences. This law was not 
renewed, however, at the Restoration; and since then these 
acts have only been cognizable as offences in the Ecclesiastical 
Courts, which means, of course, nowadays, that they are not 
punishable at all. It is somewhat remarkable that incest is not 
at law a crime. Horrible cases occasionally come to light in 
which morally the most severe punishment possible would be the 
deserts of a scoundrel who escapes entirely. 





Ir 1s 4 well-known rule that a sub-lessee is under no direct 

rsonal liability for rent to the lessor, though, if the mesne lessee 
is in default, the lessor can in general enforce payment by the 
sub-lessee indirectly by threatening to distrain or to re-enter. 
And it is the same, of course, where the sub-lease has been 
taken by way of mortgage and the mortgagee has entered into 
possession, the very object of such a form of security being to 








protect the mortgagee against personal liability. In the case of 
Hand v. Blow (reported elsewhere), in which the Court of Appeal 
have affirmed the judgment of Srietive, J. (44 Soxicrrors’ 
Journat 551), the question has been raised whether a receiver 
appointed by the court on behalf of mortgagees by way of 
sub-demise, who has gone into possession, is entitled to the 
same protection, or whether he is not bound, upon the applica- 
tion of the lessor, to pay to him rent due under the lease out 
of any funds coming into the receiver’s hands. The suggestion 
that he is under this obligation is based upon the special position 
that the receiver occupies as officer of the court. ‘“ The court,” 
it was said in Balfe v. Blake (1 Ir. Ch. R. 365), ‘‘is bound to 
act with honesty both to landlord and tenant ; and being placed 
in the position of tenant, to do as a just and honest tenant would 
do.” And it is a familiar principle that a liquidator who remains 
in possession of the leasehold property of a company for the 
purpose of the winding up is bound to pay in full the rent which 
accrues after the commencement of the winding up (see per 
Linpizy, LJ.,in Re Oak Pits Colliery Co., 21 Oh. D., p. 330), 
But while this principle applies where the receiver is in the 
position of tenant to the lessor, there appears to be no ground 
for extending it to the case where he is in possession on behalf 
of sub-lessees. A receiver for the lessee is, as was held in 
Balfe vy. Blake, bound to appropriate rents received by him 
from sub-tenants in the first instance to payment of the 
head rent, but in so doing he merely hands over to the 
landlord funds to which the latter is clearly entitled. Where, 
on the other hand, the receiver is acting for sub-lessees, he is 
under no greater liability than they themselves are to satisfy 
the lessor’s claim, and after his occupation has ceased, the lessor 
has no right to resort to funds which are in his hands. So, 
accordingly, it has been held in Hand v. Blow. Debentures 
charging leasehold property of a company were secured by a 
trust deed, and the deed contained a sub-demise of the property 
to the trustees for the debenture-holders. A receiver, appointed 
by the court on behalf of the debenture-holders, paid rent for 
the quarter ending the 25th of March, 1900, but about that date 
he quitted the premises and removed the goods of the company. 
On the 9th of May, the lessor, by leave of the court, re-entered, 
and he claimed to be allowed out of the funds in the receiver's 
hands the rent for the half quarter. The receiver, however, 
was under no greater liability than the trustees for the debenture- 
holders would have been had they gone into possession them- 
selves, and the position of the lessor was not improved by the 
mere fact of the receiver being an officer of the court. The 
claim of the head lessor, as Coxins, L.J., pointed out, rested 
on no right in law, and he had no right in equity by reason of 
the receiver having been appointed in substitution for the sub- 
lessees. 





THE Law with regard to the liability for damage done by 
dogs cannot be considered to be in a wholly satisfactory state. 
It is still necessary, in an action brought by a person who has 
been bitten by a dog against its owner, to prove that the 
defendant knew that the dog was of a ferocious and mischievous 
nature, and the ancient presumption appears to have been that 
a mischievous dog was something out of the course of nature, 
and that where the defendant was not proved to have known 
that his dog was vicious it would be unreasonable to hold him 
liable, any more than he would be for the acts of his unemanci- 
pated children committed without his cognizance. This opinion 
was not, however, held in Scotland. As was said by Lord 
Cockxsurn in Fieeming v. Orr (2 Macq. Se. App. 14), in the case 
of a foxhound, “It is a natural tendency of such dogs to run 
after sheep. It is only by education and training that they are 
brought to run after foxes.” Fleeming v. Orr was soon 
followed by the Legislature in the Act 28 & 29 Vict. c. 60, 
which made the owner of every dog in England liable in 
damages for injury done to any cattle or sheep by his dog, and 
provided that it should not be necessary for the party seeking 
such damages to shew a previous mischievous propensity in the 
dog. The provisions in the Diseases of Animals Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vict. c. 57), as to the muzzling of dogs and the 
keeping of dogs under control, shew that some advance has 
been made in public opinion as to the mischievous tendency of 
dogs. The Legislature has recognized the fact that dogs have 
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a natural propensity to worry sheep or cattle, and has thought 
it only reasonable that the owners of sheep and cattle injured 
by them should receive compensation. It has also been held 
that the expression ‘‘ cattle” must be taken to include horses. 
But if a horse worried by a dog takes fright and throws his 
rider, the rider has apparently no claim for relief under the 
section, and it seems tolerably clear that the Act 28 & 29 Vict. 
c. 60 does not apply to the facts proved in an action just decided 
in America. This action was brought in Connecticut for damage 
done to the plaintiff's bicycle by reason of the defendant’s dog 
who ran against it while the defendant was riding upon it, and 
threw it down. It was urged that it was a common practice for 
dogs to run at bicycles, and that the defendant, who accompanied 
his dog, ought to have kept it under proper control. The 
defendant adduced evidence to shew that the plaintiff was riding 
on the side-walk at the time he was attacked by the dog, but 
this was treated as irrelevant, and the plaintiff was held to be 
entitled to recover. We have heard of persons being injured in 
this country while riding on bicycles by the sudden attack of 
dogs, but we have not heard of any action having been brought 
against the owner of the.dog to obtain redress, and the case 
seems to stand on much the same footing as that of the horseman 
whose horse is terrified by a dog. 


Last Sarurpay, at the Central Criminal Court, a woman 
named Baut was convicted and sentenced for wounding a man 
with intent todo him grievous bodily harm. The wounded man 
was & witness, and described how he had been deliberately shot 
by the prisoner. On Monday the wounded man died. It is, of 
course, possible that he died from some cause other than the 
wound. If, however, he died of the wound, the question at 
once arises whether the convicted woman can now lawfully be 
put on her trial for murder. It is quite clear that it is murder 
to wound with intent to do grievous bodily harm, if the wound 
cause death. But in this case the guilty person has already 
been tried for the act she committed— can she successfully plead 
autrefois convict? It is submitted that, on the authorities, 
this plea is not available to her. In Reg. v. Morris 


(L. R. 1 ©. ©. R. 90) the prisoner was convicted for assault | P 


by justices in petty sessions and punished with imprisonment. 
About two months afterwards the person assaulted died from 
the effects of the injuries, and the prisoner was charged with 
manslaughter and convicted. The court held that the convic- 
tion was good and that the prisoner was not protected by section 
45 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 10, which provides that, after a person is 
convicted by justices of assault, ‘‘ he shall be released from all 
further or other proceedings, civil or criminal, for the same 
cause.” Kuriy, 0.B., disagreed with the other four judges. 
The majority, however, decided that ‘‘ for the same cause ” 
means on the same charge, and only frees the accused from a 
charge of assault, not from a charge involving an entirely 
new fact—the death of the person assaulted. In Reg. v. Miles 
(17 Cox 9) the prisoner had been convicted of assault before 
justices, and was afterwards indicted for unlawful wounding. The 
High Court held that a conviction on the indictment was bad as 
being based upon the same facts in an aggravated form. In Reg. 
v. Jnit (17 Cox 325) there was a summary conviction for 
assault, followed by the death of the person assaulted, and an 
indictment for manslaughter. Vavanan Wit.1ms, J., said that 
the indictment for manslaughter was not a charge in a new form 
based on the facts supporting the former charge, nor was it the 
former charge with the addition of matters of aggravation or of 
newly alleged consequences. It was a charge based on new 
facts ; and the circumstance that some of those facts had been 
made the basis of a former charge of a different class was 
immaterial. The difference was not of degree merely. ‘The 
characteristic new fact here,” he said, “is the death.” If, 
therefore, the statute does not protect from a conviction for 
murder or manslaughter, it is clear that the common law does 
not afford any such protection. In Reg. v. Miles Hawxus, J., 
said, ‘‘It could hardly be contended that a previous conviction 
for a common assault could be pleaded in bar to an indictment 
for murder, though to prove the murder it might be essential to 
prove the assault adjudicated upon. For the offence of murder 
consists in felonious killing. So also of manslaughter.” If, 








therefore, the prisoner Bat is now indicted for murder, what- 
ever defence she may otherwise have, it is submitted that her 
previous conviction for the wounding will not save her in law 
from a conviction. Whether or not it is advisable to prosecute 
her again under the circumstances, is, of course, open to —- 
ment. If, however, a coroner’s jury find a verdict of murder 
against her, it will be difficult to avoid putting her on her trial. 





AN INTERESTING question with respect to a solicitor’s lien 
upon a bill of exchange coming into his hands as solicitor arose 
in Redfern & Son v. Rosenthal ( Times, 29th ult.) before CHANNELL 
and Bucxyit1, JJ. Rosznrnat Brothers had accepted a bill of 
exchange and had handed it to BiscnorrswerpER to get dis- 
counted for them. When so handed over it was payable to 
bearer. BiscnorrswerpER handed it to a third party, 
Lewis, to discount, and Lzwis wrongfully detained it. 
BiscHOFFSWERDER then instructed the plaintifis to com- 
mence an action against Lewis, and this resulted in the 
bill being given up. Then arose the question of costs. 
The bill had been handed by Lewis to the plaintifis as 
BiscHOFFSWERDER’s solicitors, and since they were unable to obtain 
their costs in full from Lewis, they claimed to realize them by 
suing on the bill. A solicitor’s rights in such case depend either 
on the charge allowed by section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, 
or on his lien at common law. The statutory charge, however, 
on property recovered by a solicitor must be expressly declared 
by the court before the solicitor can take advantage of it, 
“The Act,” said Bowen, L.J., in Greer v. Young (24 Ch. D., p. 
557), ‘‘gives a discretionary power to the court; the solicitor 
has no absolute right to the charge, but only power to ask the 
court in the exercise of its discretion to make the charge.” In 
the present case no such charge had been created, and consequently 
the plaintiffs had torely upon their common law lien, and such 
right as it gave them to sue Rosentuat Brothers as the accep- 
tors of the bill. Had the bill been an ordinary bill taken by 
BiscHoOrrsWERDER for value, the rights of the parties would 
have been clear. The plaintiffs would have had a lien on it 
for their costs, and the right to sue and to hold the 
roceeds to the extent of the lien is expressly given 
by section 27 (8) of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. 
‘‘ Where the holder of a bill,” so runs the section, “has 
a lien on it, arising either from contract or by implication 
of law, he is deemed to be a holder for value to the extent of 
the sum for which he has a lien.” In the present case, how- 
ever, BiscHorrsWERDER had not taken the bill for value, and he 
had in fact no beneficial interest in it at all. It was an accom- 
modation bill, and was only handed to BiscnorrswerpER for 
the purpose of getting it discounted. It was a matter of 
dispute when the plaintiffs first became aware of the true 
circumstances; but upon the assumption that when they took 
the bill they had no notice of the defect of BischorrswERDER’s 
title, Cnannett and Bucxnu1, JJ., held that they were 
entitled to sue the acceptors. In general, as was pointed out, a 
solicitor’s lien extends only to his client’s interest in the property 
he holds, but in the case of negotiable instruments the ordinary 
law applies, and the solicitor may get a better title than his 
client had. ‘I think,” said Cuanneztt, J., “that a solicitor who 
acquires as againet his client a lien on a — instrument 
of which his client is the holder, may, if he takes it in good faith 
and without notice of any defect in his client’s title, obtain a 
better title to it than his client possessed.” 





Tue Court of Appeal (Riesy, Cotums, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
have affirmed the judgment of Byrvz, J., in the interesting case 
of Glamorganshire Canal Navigation Co. v. Nixon’s Navigation Co. 
(Times, 3rd inst.). The case raised the question of the rights 
of the proprietors of a public undertaking in respect of minerals, 
where the undertaking has been established under a private Act 
prior to the Lands Clauses and Railways Clauses Acts of 1845. 
The special scheme of the Railways Clauses Act avoids the 
necessity of any inquiry into the value of minerals underneath 
lands taken until the time for working the minerals actually 
arrives. The mines are deemed to be excepted out of the 
conveyance to the promoters, and no compensation is, in the 
first instance, given in respect of them. The owners, however, 
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cannot work them without notice to the company, and, on 
receipt of such notice it is for the promoters to elect whether 
the working shall proceed, or whether it is necessary for 
them to prevent the working by buying up the minerals. 
This scheme operates fairly, both as regards the promoters and 
the mine-owner; for the promoters, on the one hand, are not 
required to burden their undertaking in its infancy with the cost 
of minerals which it may never become necessary to acquire, and 
the mine-owner, on the other hand, should his mines be inter- 
fered with, obtains compensation at the time when he requires 
to work them, and when, therefore, their value can be adequately 
ascertained. The present case shews how much less satisfactory 
the scheme which prevailed before 1845 may be, at any rate, to 
the present owners of the mines affected. The Glamorganshire 
Canal Navigation Co. was incorporated under 30 Geo. 3, c. 82, 
and that Act, while empowering the company to take lands for 
the purpose of the canal, required them to make satis- 
faction ‘for all damages to be sustained by the 
Owners or proprietors of and persons interested in such 
lands.” Section 12 of the Act expressly reserved all 
mines to the former owners. Nixon’s Navigation Oo. are 
the lessees of a colliery, the surface land of which is traversed by 
the canal, and they now wish to work the coal beneath and 
adjacent to the canal. Such working would let down tke canal, 
and in the present action the canal company sought to establish 
that they were entitled to support without making further com- 
pensation. To what extent compensation was granted in respect 
of this right of support when the land for the canal was first 
taken does not seem to be known, or, indeed, whether compensa- 
tion was in fact granted at all. For the purpose of fixing the 

resent rights of the parties this was, however, as pointed out 

y Bowen, L.J., in London and North-Western Railway Co. 
v. Evans (41 W. R. 149; 1893, 1 Ch. 16), immaterial. 
The conveyance of the lands to the canal company 
carried with it the right to support for the canal, and the 
fact that the owners of the subjacent minerals were 
bound, in working the minerals, not to interfere with the 
support to the canal, was a circumstance that should have been 
taken into account once and for all in fixing the original amount 
payable for compensation. Whatever amount was really 
allowed under this head at the time, it is impossible, having 
regard to the statute, to raise the question again now, and the 
coal therefore can only be worked with due regard to leaving 
proper support for the canal. 





A Question of some nicety and consequence concerning the costs 
recoverable in admiralty proceedings in the county court has 
just been determined by the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division of the High Court, on appeal from the City of London 
Court, in the case of Zhe Skudnacs. There the plaintiffs made a 
claim im rem for towage, amounting to £2 10s., which the 
defendants met, in the first instance, by paying £1 15s. into 
court, with a plea of tender before action brought, which plea 
was, however, subsequently withdrawn, though not until the 
amount paid in by them had been accepted by the plaintiffs, 
who at the same time denied the alleged tender. Under these 
circumstances it was held in the county court that, as less than £2 
had been recovered, the plaintiffs were not entitled to any costs, or 
to an order for taxation. This decision has, however, now been 
reversed on appeal, the court (Sir F. Jzunz, P., and GorzLy 
Bannzs, J.) holding that, as the original plea of tender was 
withdrawn by the defendants, the plaintiffs were in the same 
— as if no such plea had ever been made, and were there- 

re entitled to their costs under ord. 394, r. 50a, of the 
existing County Court Rules, though such costs would be 
subject to the limitation imposed by rule 80 of the 
same order, which, on this subject, provides that ‘‘in 
admiralty actions where the amount recovered does 
not exceed £20, the costs shall be allowed under column B, 
unless the judge shall otherwise order.” Having regard to the 
terms of ord. 394, r. 50a, above ‘mentioned, which, in the 
absence of any plea of tender before action, gives a party to an 
admiralty action accepting a tender in respect of the whole of 
his claim, ‘‘his costs of action” (without reference to the 
amount actually recovered by him in the action), this conclusion 





seems to be just and reasonable, though, undoubtedly, in cases 
within the ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts, and to which 
the above provisions do not therefore apply, a party gets no costs 
whatever where he recovers a sum not exceeding £2, there being 
no couuty court scale of costs applicable under such circum- 
stances. 





Tux Frrst CaamBer of the Tribunal of the Seine has given 
its decision in the suit brought by the trustees of the family 
estate of Sir Roszrr Pret to recover pictures sold by him to a 
dealer in France, to which proceedings we recently referred. It 
will be remembered that these pictures were settled so as to devolve 
with the land as heirlooms, and that no order of the court under 
section 37 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, had been obtained by 
Sir Roserr Peen, the tenant for life, authorizing him to sell 
them. The decision of the French Court is that the sale cannot 
be annulled, for it cannot be inferred from the terms of the 
settlement that the chattels were inalienable, as was contended by 
the plaintiffs. We could have wished that the judgment had 
been a little more explicit. Does it mean that, as Sir Roszrr 
Pz. might have been authorized to sell the pictures by an order 
of the court, a purchaser from him is not bound to inquire into 
the existence of such an order? In any view, an appeal from 
the decision of the court is not improbable. 








A MORTGAGEE’S PROFITS. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal (A. L. Smiru, M.R., 
Vavenan Wittiams and Srreine, L.JJ.) in Carritt v. Bradley 
(Times, 2nd inst.) adds a fourth to the notable decisions of the 
last two or three years on the right of a mortgagee to obtain 
collateral advantages out of the mortgage transaction—the others 
being Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307), 
Santley v. Wilde (47 W. R. 297; 1899, 1 Ch. 747, 2 Ch. 474), 
and Rice v. Noakes & Co. (48 W. R. 629; 1900, 1 Ch. 218, 2 Ch. 
445), and it will be useful to attempt to explain the present 
state of the law on the subject. Until recently it was still 
possible to quote as sound law the dictum in Jennings v. Ward 
(2 Vern. 520) that “a man shall not have interest for his money 
and a collateral advantage besides for the loan of it, or clog 
the redemption with any by-agreement,” and it followed 
from this principle that a mortgagee was not at liberty 
to stipulate for a bonus or commission in addition to 
interest. A decision to this effect was given by Lord Romitty, 
M.R., in Broad v. Selfe (11 W. R. 1036). ‘‘ His honour,” so 
runs the report, ‘‘ thought that the cases shewed the 
principle that the court would not permit a person under the 
colour of a mortgage to obtain a collateral advantage not 
belonging or appurtenant to the contract of mortgage. Although 
this principle in its origin probably had reference to the usury 
laws, it went, in his honour’s opinion, beyond them, and was 
not affected by their repeal.” Oonsequently, although the 
mortgagees, who were auctioneers, had stipulated for a com- 
mission, this stipulation was held to be outside the mortgage 
contract, and the mortgagor was allowed to redeem on payment 
only of principal and interest. 

In Broad y. Selfe the commission was demanded on repayment 
of the advance, but mortgagees who were wise enough to deduct 
& commission on making the advance received, curiously enough, 
better treatment at the hands of equity judges. In Potter v. 
Edwards (5 W. R. 407) the mortgagor signed a receipt for £1,000, 
though only £700 was advanced, the remaining £300 being 
a bonus for which the mortgagee had stipulated. It was held 
by Kryprrstzy, V.C., that it was perfectly legitimate for a 
mortgagee to protect himself against special“risk in this way, 
and he held that the mortgaged Property could only be redeemed 
on ry of the full £1,000. This decision was followed by 
Kay, J., in Mainland v. Upjohn (87 W. R. 411, 41 Oh. D. 126), 
where also the commission stipulated for had been deducted by 
the mortgagee from the advances. On the other hand, in Meld 
v. Hopkins (44 Oh. D. 524), where the commissions were claimed 
on the termination of the transaction, the same learned judge 
recurred to the earlier doctrine and disallowed them. 

It is obvious that, in principle, it is exactly the same whether 
& mortgagee stipulates for commission to be paid in advance or 
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upon repayment of the mortgage money, and the manner in 
which Field v. Hopkins was dealt with 4 the Court of Appeal 
seems to shew that there the point taken by Kay, J., was regarded 
as untenable. His decision was affirmed, indeed, but it was 
affirmed because, upon the construction of the mortgage 
agreement, the amounts claimed were < ~~ ; not because 
the claims were necessarily invalid. ith respect to such 
alleged invalidity no remarks were made, but, as was pointed 
out by Romer, J., in Biggs v. Hoddinott (supra), the court 
would hardly have passed over this contention had they thought 
there was anything in it. A totally new development, however, 
has been given to the subject by the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in the cases referred to above, and we should not have 
thought it worth while to refer to Broad v. Selfe, Potter 
v. Hdwards, and Mainland vy. Upjohn, but that they have 
been revived and treated as still relevant authorities in 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal, delivered by 
Stretine, L.J., in the present case of Carritt v. Bradley. In 
Biggs v. Hoddinott it was definitely laid down that one 
part of the dictum of Jennings v. Ward is erroneous. . A 
man may have a collateral advantage for the loan of his money, 
provided the bargain is not unconscionable or oppressive. The 
other part, however, holds good, and a mortgagee may not clog 
the equity of redemption with any by-agreement. ‘‘A mort- 
gage,’ said Linpiey, M.R., “is regarded in equity as a security 
for the money advanced, and a mortgagor can always redeem on 
payment of principal, interest, and costs, and no bargain which 
prevents that will be enforced or regarded.” In Biggs v. 
Hoddinott a mortgage of a hotel to a brewer contained a covenant 
by the mortgagors that during the continuance of the security 
they would take beer exclusively from the mortgagee. The loan 
was to continue for five years. It was held that this covenant 
was not invalid as conferring on the mortgagee a collateral 
advantage, and, since it was confined to the continuance of the 
security, it constituted no clog on the equity of redemption. It 
was accordingly supported. 
Had Biggs v. Hoddinott stood by itself it would not have over- 
ruled Broad vy. Selfe (supra). It only sanctioned a collateral 
advantage which was confined to the continuance of the security 
and which automatically came to an end when the principal was 
paid off; an advantage, that is, which, when the time for 
redemption came, imposed no bar on redemption upon payment 
only of principal, interest, and costs. A stipulation, on the 
other hand, for payment of a commission which was to be 
charged on the property might still have been bad as a clog on 
the equity of redemption. But the meaning to be attached to 
this prohibition against clogging the equity of redemption 
received a very important extension in Santley v. Wilde (supra), 
and it was there held by the Court of Appeal that there is no 
clog on the equity of redemption so long as the property is only 
held as security for the obligations which the mortgagor has 
undertaken, including an obligation to remunerate the 
mortgagee. In that case money was advanced to the 
lessee of a theatre upon security of a term which was 
to expire in 1905, and upon an agreement under which the 
mortgagee was to be entitled to a specified share of the 
profit rental of the theatre for the residue of the term. The 
mortgagor gave notice to pay off the advance, and, according to 
the dictum quoted above from the judgment of Liyptey, M.R., 
in Biggs ¥\ Hoddinott, she should have been at liberty to do so 
on payment of principal, interest, and costs, and the stipulation 
for a share of the profit rental should not have stood in the way 
of the re-assignment of the term. To this effect, accordingly, 
was the judgment of Byrnz, J. But it was now explained in 
the Court of Appeal that a mortgage stands as security not onl 
for the principal advanced, with interest, but also for any obli- 
gation which the mortgagor undertakes. Here she had under- 
taken to pay the specified share of the profit rental, and until 
this was done no right to redeem could arise. In other words, 
the mortgage stood as security, not only for principal and 
interest, but also for the share of profits. The collateral 
advantage for which the mortgagee had stipulated thus post- 
poned the right of redemption, but it was not r ed as a clog 
upon that right. A — the equity of redemption was 
explained by Liyptzy, M.R., as being something which was 


A further explanation of the meaning of a clog upon the 
wy of sbeniie was given by the Court of Appealin Rice v. 

oakes § Co. (supra). A mortgage of a public-house, held for 
a term expiring in 1923, provided that the mortgagor and his 
successors in title should not, during the residue of the term, 
whether any money remained owing on the security or not, take 
beer except from the mortgagees. At first sight, it is not very 
clear how such a stipulation differs from that in Santley v. Wilde, 
but it was distinguished both by Cozzns-Harpy, J., and the 
Court of Appeal, and the ground of distinction appears to be 
that the condition imposed in Rice v. Noakes § Co. was to attach 
to the property after the right to redeem had arisen. Hence, if it 
was valid, the mortgagor would not, upon redemption, get back 
his property in the same state as when he mortgaged it. It 
would be saddled with a burdensome liability, and to this extent 
the equity of redemption would not be exercisable; in other 
words, it would be clogged. The condition was held, therefore, 
to cease upon payment of the loan. 

The result of Biggs v. Hoddinott, Santley v. Wilde, and Rice 
Noakes § Co. is that a mortgagee may stipulate for a collateral 
advantage in addition to interest; if this advantage imposes a 
liability on the mortgagor, and if the mortgaged property is made 
a security for the performance of this obligation, then the 
property can be held until the obligation.is performed, and it is 
no objection that the equity of redemption is thereby fettered ; 
if, on the other hand, the obligation is not thus secured and will 
impose a burden on the pro after the right of 

emption has been exercised, then it is invalid and comes to 
an end when the property is redeemed. 

In the present case of Carrick v. Bradley, Strx.ine, L.J., speaks 
of the cases in which redemption has been hitherto held to be 
fettered as dividing themselves into two classes: ‘‘(1) Those in 
which the mortgagee has stipulated that on redemption he shall 
receive something beyond principal, interest, and costs’; and (2) 
those in which it is stipulated that the mortgaged property shall 
upon redemption come back to the mortgagor in a worse con- 
dition than it was in when mo: ” As an instance of 
the former class he mentions Broad v. Selfe (supra), though 
he points out that the class has been narrowed by such decisions 
as Potter v. Edwards (supra) and Mainland v. Upjohn (supra). 
The second class he illustrates by Rice v. Noakes § Co. But with 
the utmost deference to the learned Lord Justice, we should have 
thought it impossible now to contend that a mortgagee cannot 
stipulate to receive upon redemption something beyond his 
principal, interest, and costs. In Santley v. Wilde the mort- 
gagee had stipulated for a bonus in the form of the profit rental 
already described in such a way as to charge the bonus on the 
mortgaged property, and it was held that the right of redemp- 
tion was postponed until the bonus had been paid. Surely ifa 
bonus consisting of a series of annual payments can be thus 
secured, a bonus consisting of a single cash payment can be 
secured as effectually. In other words, if the mortgagor has 
bound himself to make payments by way of commission 
or bonus, and has these on the mortgaged premises, 
then he must fulfil his obligation as a condition of redeeming, 
and this condition imposes no clog in the equity of redemption. 
The mortgagor has only to orm his obligation and do what 
he has undertaken to do, and he can get his property back just 
as he formerly had it. 

This question, however, did not arise in Carrick v. Bradley. 
The point there in dispute was whether a mortgagee is entitled 
after redemption to continue in the enjoyment of a collateral 
advantage, which is merely personal as between himself and the 
mortgagor, and amgenes no burden on the mortgaged sg 
The mortgagor a controlling interest in a tea company. He 
assigned his shares as security for an advance of £2,250, and 
he guaranteed that the m should always be employed 
as broker for the sale of the company’s teas. After some 
years the mortgage was paid off, and the mortgagor 
contended that he was thereupon released from his guarantee. 
But Bicnam, J., and the Court of Appeal have held that, upon 
the construction of the agreement, the guarantee was not con- 
Gomi ix niedag @ age itunes. ie 

und for ing to recognize its idity. e 
, neta had imposed uo fetter — the redemption of the 
shares. The advance had been repaid and the shares reassigned. 





altogether repugnant to the right to redeem. 
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There had thus been no clog put upon the equity of redemption. 
The continuing guarantee was simply a collateral advantage for 
which the mortgagee could effectually stipulate, provided there 
was nothing unconscionable in the bargain. Considering that 
the parties were business men dealing with each other, 
with full knowledge of the position, no fault could be 
found with the arrangement as being oppressive, and it was 
accordingly upheld. A sum of £750 nad been awarded by the 
jury in respect of the failure of the mortgagor to secure the 
continuance of the mortgagee’s employment as broker, and for 
this sum the judgment stood. 

The result of the cases appears to be that a mortgagee may 
stipulate for what advantages he chooses—provided the arrange- 
ment be not oppressive—and may have them charged on the 
mortgaged property. If this is done the mortgagor cannot 
redeem until the advantages have been enjoyed, though when 
he does redeem he gets the property back in its former state. 
If there are advantages which are not charged on the property, 
they will cease upon redemption if, as in Rice v. Noakes, they 
would constitute a burden on the property; but they do not 
cease if, as in Carrick v. Bradley, they are merely personal as 
between mortgagor and mortgagee. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 
PurcHASE AND ConTEMPoRANEOUS Mortcacse or Lanp 


WE must confess that the Legislature appears to us to have 
acted discreetly in repealing (Statute Law Revision (No. 2) Act, 
1893) the preamble to the Land Transfer Act, 1875: ‘“‘ Whereas 
it is expedient to make further provision for . facilitating 
the transfer of land.” 

Take, for instance, the common case of a purchase and con- 
oy prema a mortgage of land, the mortgagee advancing part 
of the purchase price. Apart from the Land Transfer Acts, 
no difficulty arose in carrying out this simple transaction. 
The conveyance and mortgage of even date were produced 
ready executed, by the solicitors of the vendor and purchaser, 
and handed over to the mortgagee in exchange for his cheque 
for the sum advanced and the purchaser’s cheque for the balance 
of the price payable. The vendor thus got his money on 
parting with his conveyance, and the mortgagee got his com- 
pleted security in exchange for his money. 

Let us consider now the effect of the Land Transfer Acts on 
the same transaction in a district where registration of title is 
compulsory. The Land Transfer Rules, 1898, r. 78, provide 
that when a conveyance on sale of land in any county in which 
registration of title is compulsory on sale, and a disposition 
thereof by the purchaser is delivered for registration within 
fourteen days after the date of the conveyance, the disposition 
shall have the same effect in every respect as if it had been 
executed subsequently to the registration of the purchaser 
as proprietor of the land. Rule 78a provides that every 
disposition under the preceding rule, which, if made by 
& registered proprietor is required to be in a prescribed form, 
shall be made in accordance with such form. So far so good, on 
paper ; but in practice it is found that, even if all parties are 
prepared to attend at the Land Registry, the registrar is unable 
to carry through the transaction there and then, and there must 
always be an interval (which it is understood varies from ten 
days to three weeks, according to the state of business at the 
Land Registry) between the delivery of the application for 
registration and instrument of charge, and the entries in the 
register and delivery of the land and charge certificates. It 
is this interval, and the possibility (for reasons some of which 
are hereinafter indicated) that it may be prolonged still further, 
which creates the difficulty. 

In the first place, it is a sine gud nonin such a case that the 
application for registration shall be accompanied by the 
conveyance to the purchaser, which must be left at the registry. 
(Rule 17. We are dealing only with possessory titles, which 
alone are applied for in practice.) Clearly, therefore, either the 
vendor must part with his conveyance before he gets his 
money or else the mortgagee must part with his money 
before he gets his completed security. The former alternative 
may be dismissed at once as impracticable. There would be 


nothing to prevent the intending mortgagee from drawing back at 
the last moment and refusing to make the loan, and the purchaser 
being ¢x hypothesi unable to provide the price payable, the 
vendor would be left with only his lien for unpaid purchase- 
money by way of consolation. It remains to consider the 
position of the mortgagee, should he consent to advance his 
money pending the registration. 

It may be conceded at once that by the instrument of charge, 
which must be executed as a deed (rule 156), the mortgagee gets a 
good equitable charge; but the instrument of charge is of course 
lodged at the registry pending registration. He may also get 
the title deeds, except the last and most important link, viz., the 
conveyance to the purchaser. He may also have a receipt 
under a penny stamp for the sum advanced. But this is all. 
The Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 20, prevents the purchaser from 
acquiring the legal estate under his conveyance from the vendor 
until he is registered as proprietor ; consequently no conveyance 
from him to the mortgagee, whether contained in the 
instrument of charge or in an ordinary deed of mort- 
gage, can clothe the mortgagee with the legal estate 
pending the completion of the registration. It is conceived, 
therefore, that the answer to the question, Can a solicitor 
advise an intending mortgagee to part with his money under 
such conditions ? must be in the negative. In lieu of getting 
at once a full legal security, he gets merely a present equitable 
charge, with the right (after an interval, and possibly at the 
expense of proceedings for specific performance) to have his 
security perfected by registration. Of course money is fre- 
quently advanced on equitable security, but not at the same 
rate of interest as on a legal mortgage, and it is the latter, or 
rather what would under the old law have been the latter, that 
is now under consideration. 

It is impossible to deal exhaustively with all the dangers 
which might possibly arise during the above-mentioned interval, 
but the following two points appear to us worthy of considera- 
tion. In the first place, an effort was made on a recent occasion 
to obtain from the registrar an assurance that when once the 
purchaser’s application for registration and the instrument of 
charge had been lodged at the registry, registration would 
proceed notwithstanding any notice from the purchaser to the 
contrary, or action by him to restrain completion of the registra- 
tion. For obvious reasons no such assurance was, or we submit 
could be, fcrthcoming. 

Secondly, the purchaser may die pending completion of the 
registration. Rule 251 provides that, in case of death pending 
an application for registration, the proceedings shall not abate, 
but may be continued by any person entitled to apply for 
registration who desires to adopt them. Even if the mortgagee 
is a “ person entitled to apply for registration,” and therefore 
entitled to adopt the application (which seems, to say the least, 
doubtful), it can hardly be doubted that the concurrence, in 
some shape or form, of the legal personal representatives would 
be necessary, and, if so, considerable delay is pretty certain to 
result. To deposit the money pending completion seems to 
carry the matter little or no further, since the money, even 
though deposited, must be at the risk either of the vendor or 
the mortgagee. 

The uh appears to be a practical deadlock which vendors 
and purchasers must be left to solve for themselves, and which 
is scarcely calculated to facilitate the transfer of land. It, how- 
ever, aptly illustrates the superiority to the merely practical 
requirements of every-day business transactions which unhappily 
seems to prevail at the Land Registry. 








The Lord Chief Justice entertained a number of the members of the 
North-Eastern Circuit at dinner at his house at Kensington, on Tuesday. 
His lordship will be the presiding judge at the ensuing assizes on the 
North-Eastern Circuit. 


A correspondent of the Times says that the Kent Sessions, following the 
example of the Surrey Sessions, have adopted the recommendation of the 


' Bar Council that there should be one uniform rule with reference to 





special fees, and have passed the following rule: ‘‘ Any member of the 
bar coming ‘special’ to the Kent London Sessions must have a special 
fee of not lees than ten guineas in addition te a proper brief fee, and also 
a member of the Kent London Sessions Bar Mess briefed with him asa 
junior. Thé same scale will be enforced on our own members going 
* special’ to other sessions.”’ 
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ship therefore simply followed that case, without expressing an 
THE ADVANTAGE OF UNAUTHORIZED REPORTS. | opinion of his own, and held, in favour of the executrix, that the 
THE case of Re Redman, Warter v. Redman (reported elsewhere), | Policy moneys formed part of the general personal estate of the 
which came before KEKEWICH, J., a few days ago, raised the novel deceased member. 
and important point whether policies of assurance under the Friendly 

Societies Acts can be validly charged by — as securities in 
equity for repayment of money, and was incidentally the means of REVIEWS. 

shewing that it is of the ed opengeg that the work of eye | COMPANY LAW. 

the decisions of the courts should not, as has been suggested, be left 

wholly, or even chiefly, to one official authority, but should be carried A a SS ee wr i a “Cltinghan Wil By 
on by various sets of independent reporters, each set being only le ge (Li ‘it ed). 4 


July 6, 1901. 























responsible to their own particular employer. 


The contest in the above-mentioned case lay between the executrix 


of the deceased member who had effected the policies in question, and 
a person with whom the policies had been deposited (it was alleged) 
by way of security for a loan of £200; and it was contended on 
behalf of the executrix that, in accordance with a decision of 
PHILLIMORE, J., in Caddick v. Highton (47 W. BR. 668) policies 
of assurance under the Friendly Societies Acts could not be 
dealt with by an assured member in his lifetime otherwise than by the 
technical mode of nomination provided by those Acts, and that, 
notwithstanding the alleged deposit of the policies with the lender of 
the £200, the policy moneys formed part of the deceased member’s 
estate. In support of this contention, reliance was placed, not only 
on the actual decision in Caddick v, Highton, where the question 
raised was whether such policies were assignable by deed, but on the 
observations of the learned judge who decided that case as to the 
intention of the Legislature and the scope of the Acts, which, it was 
argued, fully covered the case of an attempted equitable mortgage by 
deposit ; and it was in this latter respect that a comparison of the 
various reports of Caddick v. Highton illustrated the value of 
independent reporting. That case, which is not reported in the Law 
Reports of the Incorporated Council, is to be found in 47 W. R. 668, 
15 Times L. R. 182, 80 L. T. N.S. 527, and 68 L. J. Q. B, 281; and 
the material portions of the judgment of Puiiirmore, J., on the 
point in question are variously given as follows: 

From the WEEKLY REPORTER: ‘‘The first point I have to 
consider is whether policies of assurance under the Friendly Societies 
Acts are or are not assignable by deed. It was urged by the 
defendants that they were not, because these societies were established 
for the purpose of encouraging thrift among the poorer classes, and 
it was said that the object of the Legislature would be defeated if 
such policies were made marketable securities, and people were allowed 
to raise money upon them. I think that the intention of the 
Legislature, to be gathered from the above sections, was that these 
policies should not be assignable except in the manner laid down in 
the statutes, and, if I am right in thinking that the Legislature, from 
motives of public policy, intended that these policies should not other- 
wise be alienable, then it follows that, as assignees, the plaintiffs 


Mr. Emery has compiled a book which will serve as a useful guide 
to the Companies Acts and the decisions upon them. The general 
scheme is to rearrange the various provisions in successive chapters 
dealing with the various aspects of company law and practice, and, 
since the sections are printed in large type, the reader has thus 
ready access to the actual enactments upon any given point. 
Interspersed with these are concise and clearly-written notes which 
either explain the purport of the statutes or supply information on 
matters of company practice. In the course of the notes the 
authorities are adequately set out. The chapter on “‘ Borrowing by 
a Company” contains, for instance, a convenient sketch of the forms 
and effect of debentures, and it includes the new provisions of the Act 
of 1900 with regard to the registration of debentures and bills of 
eale. Similarly the chapter on allotments is prefaced with a series of 
notes giving the effect of the decisions on the subject, and then the 
reader passes to the important provisions by which allotments of shares 
are now regulated. The work is practical and conveniently arranged, 
and deserves a good place among the numerous treatises and new 


editions which recent legislation has evoked. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


LIMITATIONS OF THE RIGHT TO DRAIN INTO PUBLIC 
SEWERS. 





cannot recover.” 
From the Times Law Reports: ‘‘Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE held | 


that the intention of the Legislature, to be gathered from the above 
sections, was that these policies should not be assignable except in 
the manner Jaid down in the statutes, sand that from motives of 
public policy they should not be otherwise alienable.”’ 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to your comments on the above topic, I ask to be 
permitted to draw attention to a view of the matter which you do not 
mention. If the recent cases of Kinson Pottery Co. v. Poole Corpora- 


| tion and Graham v. Wroughton are to be taken as deciding that the 


From the Law Times Reports: ‘‘The point whether a policy of right to connect a drain with a public sewer under section 21 of the 


insurance on life under the Friendly Societirs Acts is assignable is a | 


Public Health Act, 1875, is limited by the purpose for which the 


very important one, and I decide it in favour of the defendants. I sewer is used, then it would seem to follow that where a sanitary 
am of opinion that such a policy cannot be assigned. If there should authority have set up a double system of sewers, one for sewage and 
be both an assignment and a nomination, and the society paid the | the other for surface water, a building owner would not be entitled 
moneys to the assignee, I think they would have to pay over again to | to discharge the surface water (or rain water) of his house into the 


the nominee, and that seems to me to shew very strongly that the | sewage-carrying sewer. 


Will it, then, be necessary for him to 


Legislature did not intend that such policies should be assignable. provide his house with two systems of drains, one for sewage and 


The Legislature may quite well have been guided by considerations| the other for surface water ? 
just (20th June) decided in Matthews v. Strachan that no such 


of public policy in making this limitation.” 


The King’s Bench Division has 


From tha Law Journal Reports: ‘The point is an extremely obligation is imposed on the building owner by section 25 of 


important one, and upon it my opinion is in favour of the 


defendants. I do not think that these policies can be assigned. . . .| shall be effectually drained. 


the Public Health Act, 1875, which requires only that the house 


Can he then be forced by a side 


In the event of there being both an assignment and a nomination, the | wind to provide the double system of drains? I venture to think 
society paying the assignee would have to pay over again tothe| not, It was suggested in argument in Matthews v. Strachan that 


nominee ; and this is a very strong indication that the Legislature did 


the sanitary authority might make a bye-law under section 157 


not intend the policies to be assigned. I can well conceive that there | of the Public Health Act, 1875, imposing the double obligation. It 
are grounds of public policy with regard to it, and also that the | is true that some local authorities have made such a bye-law, and it 
Legislature, having given this special privilege of nomination, among | has been allowed by the Local Government Board; but the validity 


other privileges, to these policies of assurance, may well have 
intended to limit their effect and make them not assignable.” 
Jn the result, KEKEWICH, J., after commenting on the assistance 





of the bye-law does not appear to have been tested in a court of law, 
and it is submitted that it is ulira vires. 


Is not the true view of the matter this: It is the duty of the 


owner of house to drain his house effectually, and it is the duty of 


above, and the absence of any report at all of Caddick v. Highton in| the sanitary authority to drain their district effectually; but in 


which he had derived from a comparison of the various reports cited | 


the publicatione of the Incorporated Council, and the consequent 


loss to him of the advantage of perusing a judgment revised by the ower a er. by . Any eS bas Ait cnen Seen 
| @ burden hea ° 


learned judge who delivered it, came to the conclusion that 


carrying out the latter duty the sanitary authority must not, for the 


on the owners of houses 


drained by one set of 


Puitiimore, J., had in the case cited decided the neat point that a | Hence, when a house would be effectuall Brsagere- stn. Beeps: 


policy effected under the Friendly Societies Acts is not in law assign- | d 


able otherwise than by nomination under thore Acts, end his lord- | to provide his house with a 


rains, the sanitary — cannot com 


ouble set of drains, however desirable in 
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some cases the separation of surface water from sewage may be for 
the effectual drainage of the district as a whole. 
2, Essex-court, Temple, July 3. E. H. PIcKERSGILL. 





THE TAXATION OF CHANCERY COSTS AND THE APPOINT- 
MENT OF TAXING AND OTHER MASTERS IN THE 
CHANCERY DIVISION OF THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Having regard to what ie now going on with reference to 
the future taxation of costs in all divisions of the High Court of 
Justice, I sincerely trust that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, as representing solicitors, and the solicitors themselves, will 
do all in their power to get the rules 8 and 9 of order 65 R. 8. C, 1883, 
amended and a definite and fixed higher scale of costs allowed on the 
same principle as that on which the higher and lower scales of costs 
were fixed by the rules of the 30th of January, 1857, and by the 
eonsolidated orders of the 14th of February, 1860, and not leave 
the rule as to allowance of costs on the higher scale, as now, beset 
with every possible means of depriving the solicitors of the advantage 
of that scale. 

The higher scale now fixed should be the fixed scale in all cases, so 
that a solicitor might know before commencing proceedings what 
scale he would be certain to get, and the lower scale should be made 
to apply to all cases involving not more £1,000, or some other fixed 
sum. 

Before and at the time when the 1883 rules were drawn, it had 
been found that the fusion of common law and Chancery had made 
common law actions more expensive because the altered forms of 
procedure had led to increased litigation in those actions and the old 
common law scale of charges had ceased to exist; and for these and 
other reasons the orders and rules of 1883 had for their special object 
the improvement of the practice with reference to the common law 
actions with the result that the rules 8 and 9 of order 65, referred to 
above, were made, and Chancery practitioners were at cnce deprived of 
what they had been entitled to from 1860, and in fact in most cases 
from January, 1857, and why ? 

When the order of the 30th of January, 1857, was made, the scale 
was carefully considered, and before the consolidated general orders 
of the High Court of Chancery, which came into force on the 14th 
of February, 1860, were made they were exhaustively considered, as 
the reports of the Consolidators of the Chancery Orders, print-~d with 
those orders, and published by V. R. Stevens and G. 8S. Norton in 1860, 
clearly shew. The judges who made the consolidated orders of 1860 
were Campbell, C., John Romilly, M. R. J, L. Knight Bruce, L.J., 
G. J. Turner, L.J., Richard T. Kindersley, V.C., John 
Stuart, V.C., and William Page Wood, V.C., so that we have the 
testimony of those eminent judges, as well as the testimony of the 
other eminent judges to whom the orders were referred for con- 
sideration, that the higher and lower scales thereby allowed were 
reasonable and fair both to suitors and their solicitors, and they 
would have remained unaffected to this day but for the “ fusion” 
above referred to. 

The fusion of common law and equity was never intended to 
deprive Chancery practitioners of their reasonable and proper fees, 
sanctioned as above mentioned. The injury done to them by the 
rules above referred to, should now be remedied, and not only 
remedied, but the Incorporated and other law societies and solicitors 
themselves should do sll within their power to ensure the continued 
appointment of solicitors, and solicitors only of proper standing and 
special knowledge of Chancery practice, to be appointed taxing- 
masters to tex the costs of proceedings in the Chancery Divicion ; 
gentlemen of liberal and generous instincts, who would by education 
and personal experience be fitted to exercise with fairness those 
discretions which, by the rules, are given to and vested in them for 
that purpose. And also to see that the gentlemen who may be 
sppointed successors of the present masters of the Supreme Court, 
acting in the chambers of the Chancery judges are solicitors and 
having the same qualifications, and that these offices may be held by 
solicitors only, notwithstanding the confusion created by the way in 
which parts of section 3 of the Act of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 106 were repealed 
by the Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879: see second 
schedule thereto, “‘ Acts and parts of Acts repealed,” and see section 
10 of the last-mentioned Act. 

At the recent anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, the chairman, Mr. W. Melmoth Walters (an ex-president 
of the Incorporsted Law Society), in his eloquent speech, referring to 
the solicitors’ profession, used these words: “Theirs was a poorly- 
paid profession, and it was not like the profession of the Church or 
the Army or the Bar.” 

The statement is perfectly true, and it behoves the solicitors and 
those societies that represent them to constantly be on the watch to 
see that no appointments such as I have referred to above are 
wrested from them, and that the costs sllowed to solicitors for 
performing their important professional services are liberal and 
adequate. 





Section 3 of the Act of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 103 above referred to should 
have been altered in quite a different manner. 


JAMES RAWLINSON. 
Upper Holloway, N., July 4. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ANTONIADA v. SMITH. H. W. SMITH (Claimant). No. 1. Ist July. 


Britt or Sate —REGISTRATION—NON-RENEWAL—AKBSOLUTE Bint oF Sate— 
ASSIGNMENT BY GRANTEE—VALIDITY—Bii. or Satz Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vicr. c. 31), ss. 8, 11. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
O.J., and Lawrance, J.). On the 14th of October, 1893, the defendant by 
an absolute bill of sale assigned the furniture in a house, where he resided 
and of which he was tenant, to his mother-in-law, Mrs. Melland, who 
also resided with him in the house. This bill of sale was duly registered 
but the registration was not renewed. On the 8th of March, 1894, Mrs, 
Melland gave a bill of sale over the furniture by way of mortgage, and 
this bill of sale was duly registered and re-registered. On the 14th of 
November, 1900, this bill of sale was paid off, and Mrs. Melland gave a 
fresh bill of sale to the claimant as security for an advance. This bill 
of sale was duly registered. Subsequently the furniture, which had 
remained in the same houce all the time, was seized under a ji. fa. in 
execution of a judgment recovered by the plaintiff against the defendant, 
and was claimed by the claimant under his bill of sale. An interpleader 
issue was tried in the Croydon County Court, when the judge gave judg- 
ment for the claimant, and the Divisional Court affirmed his judgment. 
The plaintiff by leave appealed. It was contended on the plaintiff's 
behalf that, as Mrs. Melland’s bill of sale was void for want of renewal 
of the registration, her title to the goods was defective, and she could give 
to the claimant no better title than she herself had, and that therefore the 
claimant’s title was bad: Karet v. Kosher Meat Supply Association (2 
Q. B. D. 361) and Cookson v. Swire (9 App. Oas. 653) were referred to. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surru, M.R., and Vaveuan Witi1ams and Sriruine, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. They held that at the time when Mrs. 
Melland gave the bill of sale to the claimant she was absolutely entitled to 
the goods, as section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, which governed the 
present case, only avoided an unregistered bill of sale as against an 
execution creditor or trustee in bankruptcy of the grantor; that, as at 
that time there was no execution creditor of the defendant, who was the 
grantor of the original bill of sale to Mrs. Melland, her title was a good 
title at that date, and that therefore the claimant had a good title to the 
furniture.—CounseL, Cababé; Le Riche. Soutcrrors, W. H. Lane ; Arthur 
Price. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re E.W. A. Ezxparte THE DEBTOR. No. 2. 28th June. 


Bankrurtcy—Recerving Oxper—JupcmMent Desr —GuARANTY—RELEASE 
or Co-surETy — RELEASE or Dest. 


This was an appeal from Mr. Registrar Giffard, who had made a receiv- 
ing order against the appellant. 1t appeared that the debter and one B. 
had entered into a joint and several guaranty with the Capital and 
Counties Bank for payment of the sum of £6,000, and on this guaranty a 
joint and several judgment had been obtained. A petition in bankruptcy 
was subsequently presented against B. for the £6,000, but before any 
order was made on the petition the matter was on the 7th of March, 1901, 
compromised by the bank in the following terms: ‘‘ We beg to acknow- 
ledge the sum of £2,500 and five bills of £100 each dated to-day, payable 
at 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 months respeetively, in full discharge of allclaims by 
the Capital and Counties Bank (Limited) against B. in connection with the 
Professional and Trades Papers Co. (Limited) and all guarantees 
given by him to the bank in connection with that company, and in settle- 
ment of any outstanding questionsas to the amount due to the bauk, and 
we undertake to attend on the hearing of the bankruptcy petition to con- 
sent to the same being withdrawn or dismissed on terms that B. pay the 
costs.’’ This document was signed by the solicitors of the bank and 
was sent to B. ‘The bank then presented a petition in bankruptcy 
against the debtor, end upon the hearing of this petition a receiving 
order was made by tne registrar. The debtor now appealed. 
It was contended on behalf of the appellant that a release 
of one surety had the effect of releasing the other surety also, and 
that the document of the 7th of March, 1901, operated asa release of the 
whole debt. It was contended on behalf of the bank that the discharge of 
one surety did not discharge the other where the contractual liability 
had passed into a judgment, and that the document of 7th of March, 1901, 
was not a release of the debt but merely a compromise of the bankruptcy 
proceedings. Amongst other cases cited were Ev parte Good, Re Armitage 
(5 Oh. D. 46) and Re Wolmershausen (62 L. T. 541). 

Tue Oovar (Ricey, Coiiins, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Ruony, L.J., said he concurred in the judgment about to be delivered by 
Collins, L.J. 

Cotiins, L.J., said this was an appeal from the registrar who had made 
a receiving order against the appellant. The ground of the appeal was 
that the liability of the debtor had been released. The debtor had given 
a joint and several guaranty, and a joint and several judgment had been 
obtained against him. The proceedings in binkruptcy against B. were 
compromised by the document of the 7th of March, 1901, which his 
lordship then read. After that agreement the present proceedings in 
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vem g | were commenced, and the question now before the court was 
whether the document of the 7th of March amounted to accord and 
satisfaction so as to get rid of the debt. It was contended that the release 
of one surety did not have the effect of releasing both where the liability 
had passed into a judgment, but his lordship saw no reason for the 
distinction. The rule was just as applicable to a liability under a judg- 
ment as to a liability under acontract. The real point was as to the effect of 
the document of the 7th of March. It was true that a document which 
purported to be a release might contain a reservation of right against 
other persons and might therefore only amount to a covenant not to sue a 

cular individual. But in the present case there was no such reserva- 
tion and his lordship saw no reason for limiting the operation of the 
document or reading into it something which was not there. Then it was 
said that the surrounding circumstances ought to be looked at as qualify- 
ing the effect of the document, but his lordship saw nothing in the 
surrounding circumstances in the present case which would lead fairly to 
the inference that the release was limited to one person. On this point 
the two cases of Ex parte Good and Re Wolmershausen had been referred to, 
but there were no circumstances in the present case as there were in those 
two cases to limit the effect of the release. His lordship therefore held 
that the liability of the debtor had been discharged. 


Romer, L.J., agreed, though he felt some doubt as to the effect of the 
document in question. Had it not been for the judgments of the other 
members of the court, he should have come to the conclusion that the 
document was merely an agreement not to sue a particular individual.— 
CounsEL, Reid, K.C., and Arthur Sims ; Hansell. Souicrrors, Steadman § 
Van Praagh ; Cameron, Kemm, § Co. 


[Reported by 8. E, Wr1114ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HAND ». BLOW. No, 2. 27th June. 


LANDLORD AND TrenwaNntT—Sur-Leasz TO Trustees oF DEBENTURE Drrp— 
Recerver—Liapiity TO Pay Rent anp Damaces. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 44 Soxicrrors’ 
JovrNaL 551), which involved a question of considerable importance in 
relation to companies— namely, as to the liability of a receiver appointed 
by the court in a debenture-holders’ action to pay rent to the superior 
landlord where the security consisted of a sub-demise of the company’s 
leasehold property to trustees on behalf of the debenture-holders. The 
facts were shortly these: On the 27th of April, 1899, a lease was granted 
by a Mr. Hodgkinson to a company called Owen Jones (Limited) of four 
shops in the Edgware-road at a rent of £930, payable quarterly in 
advance. The company went into poesession of the shops and carried on 
business there. On the 29th of July, 1898, the company having issued 
debentures, a debenture trust deed was executed, by which the 
company sub-demised the leasehold property to trustees by way 
of mortgage for securing the debenture debt. The company after- 
wards got into difficulties, whereupon the trustees, on the 16th of 
August, 1899, acting under a power in the trust deed, appointed a 
Mr. Page receiver. In that month the company passed a winding-up 
resolution, and then the present action was commenced on behalf of the 
debenture- holders, the defendants being the trustees, and by an order of 
the court Mr. Page was appointed receiver and manager, and as such he 
carried on the company’s business until March, 1900. On the 2let of 
February, 1900, the landlord served the company with a notice to do 
certain repairs pursuant to their covenant in the lease. ‘rhe rent due in 
advance at Christmas, 1899, had been paid by the receiver and m q 
but default was made in payment of the rent due in advance on the 
25th of March, 1900, whereupon the landlord took out a summons 
for leave to distrain, but as the receiver -nd manager had sold 
and, on the 24th of March, cleared off all the company’s goods, so 
that there was nothing upon which to distrain, the summons was 
amended by asking for leave to re-enter, and also that the receiver might 
be ordered to pay out of the moneys in his hands the rent due on the 25th 
of March, 1900, together with damages for breach of covenant to repair. 
The receiver's beneficial occupation continued until the half-quarter day, 
the 9th of May, 1900, when the landlord re-entered under the leave of 


the court. The question was whether the landlord’s claim against the | | 


receiver was well founded. Stirling, J., dismissed the application with 
costs, holding that the trustees, if they, as sub-lessees, had themeelves been 
in possession, would not bave been liable either at law or in equity, there 
being no privity of estute between them and the head lessor, and that the 
receiver put into possession on their behalf was under no greater liability. 
The landlord appealed. On the appeal the landlord’s claim for rent was 
limited to the half-quarter ending the 9th of May. 


Tue Court (Ricsy, Corrins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Riexy, L.J.—I am of opinion, for the reasons given by Stirling, J., in 
bis judgment in the court below, that this claim cannot be sustained, and 
that the appeal ought to be dismissed with costs. 

Coitivs, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. It was admitted on behalf of 
the appellant that there was no privity of estate at law between the trustee 
and the head lessor, and that therefore there was no liability for rent as 
between the trustees and the head lessor. But then it is said that this 


case came into court, the proc 


the court has appointed its own receiver the rights of the landlord are 
suspended, and if any damage had accrued to the landlord thereby it 
seems to me there would be some for saying that the receiver 
should make good that loss. But there is no authority for that ition 
and it is not my province to create a new equity. The court not 
give protection st every inconvenience arising from its action. The 
cases which have cited in support of the sas contention have 
been distinguished by Stirling, J. They are cases of direct liability 
between a lessor and lessee ; in none of them has there been a question between 
the lessor and the sub-lessee. For the reasons I have given the lessor had 
no right at law, and he has no right in equity by reason of the receiver ha 
been appointed in substitution for the sub-lessees ; and if any right co 
ariee in favour of the lessee through his having lost certain rights, there is 
no authority for that proposition. I think the learned judge in the court 
below was right, and on the grounds he has given. 


Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—OovnseL, Upjohn, 
K.C., Wheeler, and Begg ; Martelli, Souictrors, Duffield, Bruty, § Co. ; H. B. 
Warner § Co. 

(Reported by J. I. Srrativa, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re REDMAN. WHARTON v. REDMAN. Kekewich, J. 
20th June. 


Frienpiy Socrety—Poxicrgs—AssiGNaBILITY.e 


Adjourned summons. At the testator’s death he was insured in the 
Brighton and Sussex Mutual Provident Society, of which he wasa member, 
and which was a society registered under the Friendly Societies Acts, by two 
policies for £100 each issued in 1876 and 1881 respectively. The insurance 
was subject to the rules of the society, which provided (inter a/ia) that ar: 
member thereof not under the age of sixteen might by writing under 
or her hand delivered at or sent to the registered office of the society 
nominate any person (with certain exceptions) to receive any moneys 
payable by the society.on the death of such member not 
£100. In July, 1900, the testator deposited the policies, together 
with certain title deeds, with the solicitors of a certain Mrs. Frost 
as security for a loan from her of £200. At the same time he wrote a 
formal letter to the solicitors which stated that he had sent the policies 
with certain bonus certificates and the title deeds, but he did not nominate 
Mrs. Frost as the m to receive any of the policy moneys. On the 
death of the testator an action was commenced for the administration of 
his estate, and the society paid the amount due under the policies (about 
£300) into court in compliance with an order of the court. The object of the 
present summons was to determine whether the debt to Mrs. Frost was 
payable out of the policy moneys or whether they formed part of the 
general estate of the deceased. For Mrs. Frost it was argued that there 
were other moides of assigning policies contemplated in the Friendly 
Societies Acts besides that of nomination ; on behalf of the executrix it 
was replied that in Caddick v. Highton (47 W. R. 668)- Phillimore, J., had 
decided the contrary. 

Kexewicu, J.—Seldom, if ever, do I venture to express my opinion that 
a case which has not appeared in the Law Reports ought to have been 
reported. If the case of Caddick v. Highton, with which I have to deal here, 
had been a decision of my own, I should not venture to say that it ought 
to have been re . It was carefully argued by eminent counsel on 
both sides, and the decision bears upon the face of it sigas of having been 
well considered. The point for which the case is cited before me is 
= ray in friendly societies are not assignable except by nomination. 
at the learned judge said in that case cannot possibly be construed as 
merely vbiter dictum. According to the reports of the case which have 
appeared he decided the case without hesitation or doubt. I have studied 
the reports and do not think the bargain referred to affected the point of 
law. The point is of great importance to many friendly societies, and 
those who insure in them. I have here a distinct decision of the learned 
judge that these policies ara not assignable except by nomination, and it 


19th and 


is clearly my duty to follow it. I decide that the policies form part of the 
general personal estate of the testator. I give leave to appeal, because this 
is a point of great public importance.—Counsgt, Fastwick ; G. B. Freeman ; 
Rooke, Soxtcrrors, Keith § Humphries ; Black § Moss ; Rooke § Sons. 


{ Reported by J. F. Iseuiy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
WARWICK v. WARWICK. Jeune, P. 25th June. 


Drvorce—Souicrror’s Costs—Wirr’s Perrrion—Retvrn To ConanrtaTion 


During Proeress or Surr. 


This was a petition by a wife for a dissolution of marriage. Before the 
were put an end to by the wife return- 


court has assisted the debenture-holders by putting in ite own officer ing to cohabitation.’ On the application of the wife's solicitor that the 


as receiver, and that therefore another right arises as against the receiver. 
But is there any reason why the lessor should be put in a better 
position because a receiver has been substituted for the original 


case might not be struck out for want of prosecution, 


Jeune, P., eaid he thought that the proper course was that the case 


mb-lessee? The lessor had no right against the original sub-lessee, and ; should go into the reserved list, and that the case ought not to be struck 


if the sub-lessee had done what the receiver has done the lessor would | out unti 


yment of the wife’s taxed costs. The case of Cooper v. Cooper 


bein exactly the same position as he is now. It seems to me, therefore, he | (3 Sw. & Tr. 392) was cited.—Counsat, Priestley. Soxtcrrons, Turner § Co. 





fan. shew no ground in support of his contention. It is true that when 





[Reported by Gwyxne Haut, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


SCOTT AND HORTON v. GODFREY. Bigham, J. 26th June. 


Prmcreat anp Acent—Srock Excuance—Broxer Lvumpinc TocRrtTHer 
Orpers or Severat Ciients—Privity or Contract Between OLIENT AND 
JonsER—CvusToM. 


This was an action in the commercial list tried with a jury. The plain- 
tiffs, who were jobbers on the Stock Exchange, sought to recover damages 
for the defendant’s breach of a contract to purchase 225 Randfontein 
shares. On the 12th of December, 1899, the defendant, who had been 
dealing in Randfontein shares through a broker on the Stock Exchange 
named Hemmerde, instructed Hemmerde to carry over for him 225 shares 
for the end—December account. At that time Hemmerde had orders 
from other clients to carry over Randfontein shares, and accordingly he 
carried over with the plaintiffs 925 of such shares, of which 125 were for 
Hemmerde himself on a joint account with another person, 225 for the 
defendant, and the remainder for Hemmerde’s other clients. Before the 
date of the end— December account Hemmerde was declared a 
defaulter. The defendant took up the position that there was no 
privity of contract between himself and the plaintiffs and repudiated 
the transaction as regards them. The plaintiffs sold the shares and 
claimed the difference in price from the defendant. Evidence was given 
on behalf of the plaintiffs as to the course of business on the Stock 
Exchange. The jury found (1) that there is a custom or practice of the 
Stock Exchange by which a broker lumps together the orders of different 
clients and executes them by means of one contract with a jobber; (2) 
that the defendant gave his order on the terms that it might be executed 
in that way; (3) that there is a further custom or practice by which the 
jobber and each client become bound to each other to carry out that part 
of the contract ——— to the particular client’s order; (4) that in the 

resent case the addition to the order of the broker’s own bargain did not 
any way affect the price; (5) that this case was within the custom, but 
that it was not expedient for a broker to include his own bargain in an 
order executed for his clients. For the defendant it was comtended that 
there was no evidence of a custom to leave to the jury, and that the con- 
tract with the plaintiffs was the broker’s contract and not the defendant’s. 
Robinson v. Mollett (L. R. 7 H. L. 802) was relied on. 

Bicuam, J., having taken time to consider his judgment, held that the 
defendant was liable. The plaintiffs were suing in contract, and must 
make out privity of contract between themselves and the defendant. That 
was a question of intention. The broker intended as to 225 out of the 925 
that there should be a contract between the plaintiffs and the defendant. 
On the other hand, the plaintiffs intended to make with the broker any 
number of different contracts that the broker might have instructions to 
make. There was the intention that there should be privity of contract 
between the plaintiffs and the different clients. In Fis lordship’s view 
that was sufficient to establish privity, though he doubted whether there 
was any evidence to support the second and third findings of the jury. 
His lordship thought that the present case was distinguishable from Robinson 
v. Mollett because here the broker was intended by the defendant to make a 
contract on his behalf with a jobber, and further, after enteringintoacontract 
with the plaintiffs, the broker had immediately appropriated in his books a 
sufficient number of shares to fulfil the mandate of each client. If the 
client had had to sue his jobber the latter would have had no answer, and 
therefore there was a correlative right in the jobber to sue his client. 
Then as to the point that the broker had included an order of his own in 
the contract with the plaintiffs, his lordship held that that made no 
difference, and did not affect the position of the defendant in any way. 
Judgment for the plaintiffe.—Counsrt, Rufus Isaacs, K.0., J. R. Atkin, and 
G. A. H. Branson ; Herbert Reed, K.C., and Boydell Houghton, Soxicrrors, 
Spyer § Sons ; Webbers & Duncan. 


[Reported by F, O. Rozrnsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
C. A. No.1. 28th June. 


Soriciror—ArrraL ny—Finpixc or Misconpuct ry Commitrer—Fresu 
Evinence—Repiactnc Name on THE Row. 


This was an ap by a solicitor from a decision of the Divisional Court 
(supra, p. 598) ordering that his name should be struck off the roll. The 
charge of professional misconduct found by the Statutory Committee was 
that the appellant, William James Bradley, had fraudulently misappro- 

to his own use the sum of £75 which had been entrusted to him by 

rabeth West, the complainant, for the purpose of investment. In 1879 
the appellant entered into the serviceof a firm of solicitors and became their 
managing clerk. In 1897 he was admitted a solicitor and shortly afterwards 
became a er in the same firm. In 1891, six years before he became a 
solicitor, the complainant, a personal friend of his, asked the appellant to find 
an investment for her for a sum of £300, which he consented to do. The 
— acted entirely in the capacity of a friend and made no charge for 
services, and it was admitted that he invested the sum of £225 for her. 
The charge found against him by the committee was that, he failed to 
invest the sum of £75, the balance of the £300. The appellant stated and 
sought to prove that he advanced the £75 toa Mr. Death, from whom he took 
as security certain certificates of shares in a company, and that he put these 
certificates into a blue envelope, together with the rest of the complainant’s 
securities. The appellant was, however, unable to a the committee 
as to the investment of the £75, and they found that he had fraudulently 
misappropriated that rum to his own use. Since the hearing before the 


Re A SOLICITOR. 





committee the appellant discovered the blue envelope in which he had kept 
Death’s certificates, and that envelope was found to bear an endorsement 
relating to those certificates, thus corroborating the appellaut’s statement, 
and he now appealed from the decision of the Divisional Court and con. 
— that that court had not given due weight to the production of the 
envelope. 


Tue Court (A. L. Smrrx, M.R., and VavcHan Witttams and Srretina, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, M.R., in giving judgment, said in his opinion the court 
were not judges as to whether or not the committee had come to a corract 
decision, because this was a very abnormal case, and it came before the 
court upon absolutely new materials—materials which the committee had 
not before them. his court had now to take into consideration the new 
materials as well as the old, and then see whether or not the sentence upon 
the appellant ought still to hold good. He, the learned judge, did not 
agree with Bruce, J., that the blue envelope and its contents had nothing 
to do with the case; they had everything to do withit. At the time 
the alleged offence was committed the appellant was not a solicitor, 
neither was the complainant his client, nevertheless it must be taken 
that the jurisdiction of this court was established, no question on that 
point having been raised. The appellant was found guilty by ths com- 
mittee of misappropriating a certain sum of money which it now turned 
out he had in fact invested for the complainant. When the case was 
before the committee the appellant failed to give a satisfactory account of 
what he had done with the sum in question, and, under the circumstances, 
it was, no doubt, within the province of the committee to come to the 
conclusion that he had misappropriated the sum to his own use. Since 
then he had searched his drawers and boxes and had discovered the 
envelope in which he now swore on affidavit he had kept all the com- 
plainant’s securities. That envelope was indorsed with the names of 
several persons to whom he had admittedly made advances on behalf of 
the complainant, and also referred to Death’s share certificates. Nobody 
impeached the blue envelope, which clearly corroborated the appellant's 
case. This was not a case in which the solicitor should be held liable to 
be struck off the roll, and upon the new materials the sentence passed by 
the Divisional Court must be undone and the appeal allowed. Theconduct 
of the appellant, though not found to be fraudulent, had been of a careless 
description, and he must pay the costs in this court, in the court below, 
and before the committee. 

Vavenan Wriiuiams and Srieunc, L.JJ., delivered judgments to 
the same effect. Appeal allowed.—Counsgi, Lawson Walton, K.O., and 
Ernest Pollock; Hollams. Sourcrrors, Morten, Cutler, § Co.; S. P. B. 
Buckniil, 

[Reported by E. G. St1tLwE tt, Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE EXTRADITION ACTS. 
Orper in CounciL. 


Whereas by the Extradition Acts, 1870 to 1895, it was amongat other 
things enacted that, where an arrangement has been made with any 
foreign State with respect to the surrender to such State of any fugitive 
criminals, His Majesty may, by Order in Council, direct that the said Acts 
shall apply in the case of such foreign State; and that His Majesty may, 
by the same or any subsequent order, limit the operation of the order 
and restrict the same to fugitive criminals who are in or suspected of being 
in the part of His Majesty’s dominions specified in the order, and render 
the operation thereof subject to such conditions, exceptions, and qualifica- 
tions as may be deemed expedient ; 

And whereas a Convention was concluded on the thirteenth day of 
December, one thousand nine hundred, between Her late Majesty Queen 
Victoria and the President of the United States of America, for the 
mutual extradition of fugitive criminals, which Convention is in the terms 
following :— ; 

‘‘ Her Majesty the Queen of Great Britain and Ireland and the President 
of the United States of America, being desirous of enlarging the list of 
crimes on account of which extradition may be granted under the Oon- 
vention concluded between Her Britannic Majesty and the United States 
on the twelfth July, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine, with a 
view to the better administration of justice and the prevention of crime in 
their respective territories and jurisdictions, have resolved to conclude a 
Supplementary Convention for this purpose, and have appointed as their 
Plenipotentiaries, to wit : abs. 

“‘ Her Majesty the Queen of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland, His Excellency the Right Honourable Lord Pauncefote, Knight 
Grand Oross of the Most Honourable Order of tRe Bath, Knight Grand 
Cross of the Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael and Saint George, 
and Her Majesty’s Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenip»tentiary to the 
United States ; and 

“The President of the United States, the Honourable John Hay, 
Secretary of State of the United States ; 

‘‘ Who, after having communicated to each other their respective full 
powers, which were found to be in due and proper form, have agreed to 
and concluded the following Articles :— 


** ARTIOLE I. 


“The following crimes are added to the list of crimes numbered one to 
ten in the first Article of the said Convention of July twelfth, one 





thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine, on account of which extradition 
may be granted, that is to say; 
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“11. Obtaining money, valuable securities, or other property by false | affecting swee 


retences. 


and their ways, and counsel had gay & 


tudied all 
about sweeps before en the court. As he left, his t begged 


“12. Wilful and unlawful destruction or obstruction of railroads which | leave to ask a question. ‘‘ Will you tell me,” he asked, “‘if any of your 


endangers human life. 
**13, Procuring abortion. 
** ARTICLE II. 


“‘ The present Convention shall be considered as an integral part of the 
said Extradition Convention of July twelfth, one thousand eight hundred 
and eighty-nine, and the first Article of the last-mentioned Convention 
shall be read as if the list of crimes therein contained had originally com- 
prised the additional crimes specified, and numbered eleven to thirteen in 
the first Article of the present Convention. 

“‘The present Convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications shall be 
exchanged either at London or Washington as soon as possible. 

be It shell come into force ten days after its publication, in conformity 
with the laws of the High Contracting Parties, and it shall continue and 
terminate in the same manner as the said Convention of July twelfth, one 
thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine. 

“In testimony whereof the respective Plentipotentiaries have signed 
the present Convention in duplicate, and have thereunto affixed their seals. 

‘Done at Washington, this thirteenth day of December, one thousand 


nine hundred. 
* (L.8.) PAUNCEFOTE. 
** (L.8.) JOHN HAY.” 
And whereas the ratifications of the said Convention were exchanged at 
Washington on the twenty-second day of April, one thousand nine 
hundred and one: 
Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice of His Privy 
Council, and in virtue of the authority committed to Him by the said 
recited Acts, doth order, and it is hereby ordered, that from and after the 
thirteenth day of July, one thousand nineteen hundred and one, the said 
Acts sball apply in the case of the United States and of the said Convention 
with the President of the United States of America. 
Provided always that the operation of the said Acts shall be and remain 
suspended within the Dominion of Canada so long as an Act of the Parhia- 
ment of Canada passed in one thousand eight hundred and eighty-six, and 
entitled ‘‘ An Act respecting the Extradition of Fugitive Criminals,” shall 
continue in force there, and no longer. A. W. Frrzroy. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Joszpu Kaye, one of the masters of the 
King’s Bench Division, at his country house at Biggleswade on ‘Thursday 
evening, after a long illness. Mr. Kaye was called to the bar in 1854, and 
has been a master of the Supreme Court since 1879, having been previously 
a master of the Common Pleas Division and of the Court of Common Pleas 
since 1869. He was in his seventy-fourth year. 





APPOINTMENTS, 
Mr. AxcutnaLp Henry Bopx1y, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Dover, in the place of Sir Harry Poland, resigned. 


Mr. Exnest Bacoauuay, stipendiary magistrate at West Ham, has been 
appointed one of the Magistrates of the Metropolitan Police-courts, in the 
place of Mr. Wyndham Slade, resigned, 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


JuLIANA Fox.—Wanted, name of Lawyer who drew out the Will in 
1889-1890 of the late Juliana Fox (formerly Madame Goffrié, née Heinke), 
wt 5, ‘<> fe St. John’s, 8.E.—Address, T. Lovewell, 47, Frederick- 

eet, N.W. 





GENERAL, 
Mr. Justice Day is stated to be progressing very favourably, and was to 
leave Oxford for Bath on Thureday. Pree af 


In consequénce of pressure of business at Winchester, the commission 
day for the Bristol Assizes, which was fixed for Saturday, has been post- 
poned until Tuesday next. 


On the 2nd inst. the Royal Assent was given to the Civil List Bill, the 
Consolidated Fund (No. 2) Bill, the Demise of the Crown Bill, the Purchase 
of Land (Ireland) Bill, and upwards of seventy private Bills. 


The members of the Bar Mess of the South-Eastern Circuit gave a 
complimentary dinner at Chelmsford, on Wednesday, to Judge ‘Tindal 
Atkinson, on the occasion of his appointment as a county court judge. 


At the Winchester Assizes on Saturday last, Mr. Justice Wills said he 
must again complain of the dock in the criminal court at Winchester. He 
Was quite sure the prisoner did not hear one word of the evidence, nor 
could he hear any of the prisoner’s questions, and the same applied to the 
Jury. He gave orders for a temporary dock to be constructed, so that 
the prisoner should be brought nearer the bench. 


chasing 
A sweep, says the S¢. James’s Gazette, was responsible for one of the | Tested and Reported upon by an 
heatest compliments ever paid a lawyer. A learned Queen’s Counsel had Me 
defended the sweep against the Attorney-General and the Solicitor- quoted on receipt of full particulars 





family were ever in our profession ?”’ 


The Rev. Herbert Thurston, 8.J., in an article on French Catholicism 
pny om in the Saturday Review, says that the late Lord Chief Justice, 

rd Russell of Killowen, took a keen interest in the Dreyfus case and 
occupied a seat in court during some of the last sittings of the Rennes 
court-martial. From a statement of his impressions, written by request for 
the eye of her late Majesty, one learns that while he considered 
to kave been wrongly condemned, he believed his military judgee, both in 
the first and in the final court-martial, to have given their verdict honestly 
according to their lights. ‘‘ If I had been trying the case before a jury,’’ he 
says, ‘‘ while I could not have said that there was no evidence to be considered 
by the jury, I should certainly have told them that it was a case in which 
it would be utterly unsafe for them to convict. That there was some 
evidence I think cannot be doubted, amongst other things that as to the 
handwriting of the bordereau and that as to the alleged confession, but on 
both points it was of so utterly unreliable a character that I think no jury 
or judge could properly have acted upon it.’’ 


It is rumoured, says the South African Law Journal, with, we believe, 
some de of truth, that Mr. J, Rose Innes, K.C., now Attorney- 
of the Cape Colony, will become the first Chief Justice of the Transvaal 
Colony. That he may do so is the hope of all those who have the interests 
of the Transvaal most at heart. His knowledge and experience of Briton 
and Boer in South Africa, his undoubted learning and ability, and his 
even temper make him at once most competent and fitted to accept the 
high office. Another name mentioned, in connection with this court is that 
of Mr. W. H. Solomon, one of the judges of the Eastern Districts’ court, 
and at present judge-president of the special court for the trial of treason 
cases in the Cape Colony. We believe the position of puisne judge has 
been or will be offered to him, and we sincerely trust that he will not 
hesitate to accept it We have also heard that a puisne-judgeship has 
been, or will be, offered to Sir William James Smith, formerly Chief 
Justice of British Guiana, and at present presiding over the special court 
for the trial of treason cases in Natal. It is rumoured that another judge 
may be drawn from Natal, and another from London—the latter to bea 
man well versed in company law. 


At the Central Criminal Court, on the 1st inst., Samuel Thomas Cooper, 
solicitor, was indicted for having, with intent to defraud, induced Mr. 
Harry Curtis to execute a certain indenture of lease. The prosecutor, Mr. 
Curtis, who was a client of the defendant’s, was the agent of some house 
property in Marylebone belonging to Mrs. Ourtis, his wife. The 
defendant was the tenant of one of the houses on a three years’ agreement, 
at arent of £30a year. In 1898, when the three years’ agreement was 
about to expire, the defendant asked Mr. Ourtis to renew it, and Mr. 
Curtis agreed to his request. The defendant produced a document 
which he asked Mr. Curtis to sign, and Mr. Curtis, that it was 
the new three years’ agreement, signed it. The defendant continued to 
pay the rent of £30. Mr. Ourtis changed his solicitor recently ; 
and it was then found that the document which he had signed 
was not a three years’ agreement, but a lease for fifty years at a rent of £5 
per annum. The defendant had obtained advances from his bankers on 
the security of the lease. The defendant eventually withdrew his plea of 
“* Not guilty ’’ to the count charging him with having induced Mr. Curtis to 
execute the lease. It was urged on behalf of the defendant that he had 
been a solicitor since 1873, and that this was the only allegation that had 
ever been made against him. He was eighty-two years of age and borea 
high character. The recorder said that, having regard to the defendant’s 
great age, and in order to see what course the Incorporated Law Society 
took in the matter, he should postpone sentence until next sessions. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
Rota or Registrars 1 ATTENDANCE O¥ 

















Date. Emwercency Appgat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kgxewics. Bryans. 
Monday, July.......00++ 8 Mr. King Mr, Beal Mr. Church Mr. Godfrey 
. sent weeresececes R. Farmer 
Jacks Beal Church Godfrey 
Church R. Leach King Farmer 
W. Leach Beal Church Godfrey 
BR. Leach King Farmer 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Haspy,. FAaRwsut. Buck.ey. Jorcr, 
Monday, July ..........+. 8 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh Mr. Greswell Mr. Carrington 
Tuesda: 9 Jack: Carrington W. Leach 
Pugh ireswell , 
Carrington Beal 
Carrington 








or renting a house have the Sani ts thoroughly 
from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, toria-street, Westminster. Fee 


Established 25 elegrams, 





General, and had won the case. The matter involved was one closely 


4 years. T 
* Sanitation,” on. Telephone, ‘No. 316 Westminster.”’—[Apvr.] 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
om 8.—Messrs. Norris & Ba pe at the Mart, at 2:—Hertford : The attractive and 
valuable Freehold Residential and Soorting Spey. known as Balls Park, comprising 
situated 290 fect above se lg + bb 3 5 cried about the yo 18 seal 
ua! sea level e unds com: 

flower tennis and other iene and shrubberies, and conservatory 89 feet 

by 16 feet. Thea mansion is seated in a well-wooded park, and, with the agricultural 

land conveniently Givided into farms and small occupations, extend to upwards of 

1,400 acres es one of the seats of the Marquess Townshend, in the 

the last two centuries. Solicitors, Mesars. 

a ey Crossman, & Block, and Messrs. Dawson, Benet, Sayae, 
& Co., all of London; and Messrs. Watson & Digby, Fakenham, Norfolk. (See 
advertisement, June 15, Pp. 3.) 

July 9.—Messrs. LLOPE, at the Mart, at 2: Pap Grosvenor-place, 8.W., and Stables, 
a ior Town Mansion, overlooking the grounds of Buckingham Palace; held 
by direct Westminster lease for an une term of about 27 years, at the ground- 

rent of £100 annum, Solicitors, Messrs, Walfords, London, (See advertisement, 


June 22, p. 3. 

July te ay Avumpert & —_— yeah Mart, at 2, in ate: Tg 3 : Saat Estates, 
situate parishes of t Saling, and Ste embr. g altogether an 
area of 2.403 acres, all let "e old-established tenants ts, ‘These estates lie between 
Braintree and gene and ees about ten minutes from Bishop’s Stortford Station. 

comprise the several farms known as gm -park Whitehouse, Holts, Stebbing 
Charch, Porters Hall, and Broadfields. Solicitors, Messrs. Rooper & Whately, 
(See advertisement, June 8, 

July 11. —Mesers, C, C. & T. Moore, at tetas’, at?2: oo wy at Forest Gate, Mile End- 
road, Rotherhithe. Buckhurst Hill, Bow, Mile End, and Leytonstone. Also Lease- 
— at olan) ytonstone, Stoke Newington, and Stepney. (See advertisement, 

week, p. 
July 12.—Messrs. Brapet, Woop, & Co., at the Crown Hotel, Diss, at 3 :—Suffolk : Free- 
bold » situate at Hinderclay, 8 miles from Diss and 14 from Bury St. 
comprising the Fen 4 "with suitable house and ho and 
s of arable and pasture land, the total area being about 168 acres. At present 
let at the low rent of £80 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Peters & Bolton, London. 
(See advertisement, June 8, p. 8.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
At Messrs. H, E, Foster & Cranrieip’s Pro Auction, on Weinestey os at the 
other Estates offered was oodbury,” Clay Hill, Enfield. The estate, 
aw nes © 2 ay delightful one, embracing an area of 13} acres, a medium-sized 
with stabling and outbuildings. After considerable cumpstition the property 
was sold for the sum of £7,050. 
Th firm also ee the foll —_ a t th Ma Thurad 
e name of the follo terests at the rt on Thuraday last :— 
REVERSIONS : f £ 


To about £5,690; life 63 ove ese eee «. Bold 2,200 
Absolute to One-third of £4 900 5 life 81 .. oe : a || ae 

LIFE rey for £800; life 77 
Messrs. C. C. 
and a House in West India 
Bar! -road, East Ham; Four Freehold shops "in Leyton-road, £3,250; and Six Houses 
in Stratford, £1,400. An off-licensed property, ‘‘Tne Leyton stores,” 
£1,270, and about £3,000 worth of Leaseholds in Kast Sanden brought the total to £12,125 


yy of 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 
—~ ENE Cees, sanewen—-Cueiste are required, on or before Aug 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and A. the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 


Buckincuam Gate Restaurants, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented June 26, 
directed to be uly 9. Son ot, 


on July 9. Fred, Kennedy, 110, Cannon st, solor for petrers. | 





Browy, Jane, Sutton on Sea, Lincoln July 31 Bell 4 Ingoldby, Louth 
Harrison 


550 
& T. Moore on Thursday, 4th July, obtained £1.680 for Two Freehold | 
Dock-road; and £1,380 for Two Freehold Shops in | 





July 6, 1901. 
| Fyrre Ropers & Co, ge hye are eee, 2 Trghege Ane 3 to send om 
Barker and Thomas Francis God » bende ag Sao t Garden. Gadel a Om 


Michael’s alley, solors to liquidators 

L, Simpson & Co, Linrrsp—crediitors are required, on or before July 23, to send their 
names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Playster 
Steeds, 20, Friar ln, Leicester 

Tue RarLRoaD SyNpDicaTE, Limirep—Creditors required, on or before July 22, to send 
= sues and addresses, and the particulars sof ther debts or claims, to James Melvin, 
Broa avenue 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLamm. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, June 21. 
Garratt, Mary Benyett, age, New Zealand Nov 30 Ashton v Jellicoe, Cozens 
Hardy, J Royle, 5, Bedfor: 
Mercer. Grorcz, Headoorn, Kent, Farmer July 17 Mercer v Mercer, Farwell, J 
ateber, 32, Essex st, Strand 
Stroxes, Cuan_es Henry, Uherewe, Unseen, Reet Came Africa Oct 24 Stokes v Stokes, 
Kekewich, J Blythe, 26, Craven st, Strand 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 25. 
CroprEr, Epwarp Denman, Windham Club, 8t James’s sq July 24 Phillips v Hughes, 
Cozens- y,J Masterman, 69, New Broad st 
Exens, JosErH WILLIAM Constitutionai Club, Northumberland avy July 27 Lewin and 
Walpole v Mitchell, Joyce, J. Lewin & Co, 32, Southampton st, Strand 
Tompson, JoHn LEsuiz Ta . Brecon August 6 Tompson v Tompson, Kekewich, J 
Hayward, 105, Colmore re Tow, Birmingbam 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, June 28. 
Laxz, Joun, Bournemouth, Builder July 27 Lane v Lowe, Kekewich, J Rawlins, 
Bournemouth 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 2. 
Hart, Fe Hindley, Lancs, Colliery Proprietor Aug 6 Aldreds v Hart’s, Registrar, 
Liverpool Bryan, Hindley 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 25. 


| Borumer, Many, Countess Von, Evelyn gdns, South Kensington July 22 Upton & Co, 
Austin Friars 

Brunskitt, Ricuarp Foruerai.t, St James’ pl Aug 12 & Powell, Raymond’s 
bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Bourpven. Euiza, Teignmouth Aug 1 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 

Cantos, Joux, Sandholme, Eastrington, Yorks, Yeoman July 23 

or 

CarruTuers, EvizasetTu, Whitehaven Augl nae Whitehaven 

CARRUTHERS, JANE Aug) We 

CaWTHORN, —— Ann, Hobson Hotel, pan men July 8L Watson & Co, Newcastle 


Green, Howden, 


m Tyn 
Cupeainn, Ges oa Hobson Hotel, nr Burnopfield, Durham, Licensed Victualler July 81 


Watson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Dearven, Jane, Bury July 27 Howarth, B 

Drummonp, James, Salford, Draper Aug 10 yo & Co, Manches' 

¥arnsorouGH, Right Hon "Louisa JOHANNA Baroness, Wilton cres “ July 24 Thorold & 
co, Regent st 

Francis, Saran Exiza, Royal crescent, Notting hill Aug6é AR & H Bteele, College hill 

Freeman, Epwarp, Cambridge July a7 Symonds, Cambridge 

FULLER, Caraneens Aangs, Westbourne ter, Hyde Park July 26 Twisden & Co, Gray’s 


inn @ 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- | GaiusHaw, Seser Axw, Blackburn July 18 Marsden & Marsden, Blackburn 


noon of July 8 


Dexr Sea Fisneny Co, Luurep oh lla bea wTaBy Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on | | 


es 1 to send their oe 2 noe ‘Tienes. wr nd their debts | 
to Stuart 8 hme ouse tukes tokes, 21, Great | 
Bt Galen's solors for liquidator — 


Fyrrez Hupson & Co, Linirepv—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 13, to d their | 
names and addresses, and of thes debts or daleae to Btword Seat | 
Seeker ant tibeee dard, 9, Bow st, Covent Garden. Goddard & Co, St 
Michael’s alley, solors to liquidators 


GENERAL *ahtnns ward AND Fixance Co, pr Renee me are required, on or before | 


rey Fo to send their names and the particulars ef their debts or claims, 
ohn Dashwood House, Now Broad st. Reader & 
: hee Purry, , er & Co, Moorgate st, 


Nation au Guanniax Assurance Co. Pi i for winding 
oes Aya. tq if oe 9. sg ggg Bag 2 and 3, pede 3 Fae ond circus, 
yes, 80) appearing must ri b name 
not later than 6 o’clock in tbe afternoon of July 8 - ant 
Tzes-Sipr anp District Assets Co, Limrrep (in Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
or claims, to Jeba Giichrist, Victoria chimbre, Middlesbrough, Thonsposa. aiidale 
brough, solor to liquidator on ae 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorsp m CHaxcery. 
bag tees AND mame Ss Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 17, to 
send their names and the rs of their debts or claime to'Mr 


addresses, a: particulars 
ee Soames Beam, 7, Walton park, Liverpool, H. C. & A.S. Reynolds, Bmor 


Curvro  aharemg 2 Lontep —Creditors are required on or before Saturday, Aug 10, to | 

send their : and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Arthur | 

London Wall. Williams & Neville, Winchester House, Old | | Suonaees, WiuaM Grorcz, Wanstead, Essex, Shipbroker July 31 Parker & Co, 
Cornhill 


names and ad 
Giffard, Blomfield 
Broad st, solors to liquidator 


JAMES, 


up, presented June 26, | 


| Rawiinson, Freperick Epwakp, South; 





HAiiwe t, Berry, Royton, Lancs July 20 Mellor, Oldham 

| Hicnam, Ester, Whittingham Asylum, Lancs July 13 Ackerley & Son, Wigan 

Horres, Canquaxs Avausta, Royal crescent, Notting Hill aug 6 AR & H Steele, 
e hil 

a. Comeragh rd, West Kensington, FROS Aug 3 Vickers & Co, 

KEvuCKE, ANDREW JOHN Ping = meses rd July 5 31 Hughes, Edgware rd 

Kine, Exizapgra, Ch Bond & Son, Manchester 

| Lerrer, Nico.as HErmrica Sone naetline, Germany July 27 Cruesemann & 
Rouse, Gracechurch st 

MA .uriyson, GEORGE, Huddersfield a te 15 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

a Lick, New Burlington st, Regent st Aug 3 Herbert, Cork st, Burlingtoa 


teal Joun, Redmire July 31 fi Wee & Dixon, Leyburn, R 8 O, Yorks 
Moca, Banatur ‘Axx, Newbridge Hill, Weston, Somerset July 31 Rooke & Macdonald, 


Movtp, Josrrn, Fenton, Staffs, Butcher July5 Marshall & swe, Stoke upon Trent 
Newport, Evizasera, Cherryhinton, Cambridge . 15 @’Albani & Ellis, Newmarket 
Wf Williams, Southport 

uly 81 Chapman & oSiaee, Leybura, 





a, ——y Thoraton Steward, 
, Yor! 

Sarcent, Mary Burcess, —— er Symonds, Cambri 

SHapz0 tT, Grorce, 8 & Kilner, Great St 

Sarrn, Sagan, Aquila st, 8t nd Wood Aug 24 Stephens & Sons, Orchard st, Poxt- 


man sq 

STansr =, Mary, Sila, Bradford July 20 Morgan & + Meagan, Bradford 

Broan, EvizaBeTs, Bristol July 26 bay = yy U4 00 Co, 

Tuomrsoy, Tuxoposius, Chariton Ley & Co, Cheltenham 

Waker, Carugnme £11za, Ladbroke rd, Notting Tl July 31 Hughes, Edgware rd 

Watson, te Coverham, Yorks, Farmer July 81 Ohapman & Dixon, 
yburn 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, June 28. 
BECEIVING ORDERS. 


Brzcu, Jzessz, Leek, Miller and Corn Dealer Macclesfield | 
Bo em, Gone “Eelipesim, Westwase Desks 
WER, ROE ware 
sees Soe eases 
RAYBROOKS, ALFRED, jorist Bedford Pet | Maker h Court P, 
June 2% Ord June 24 | CHAMBERLAIN, poms 
Beows, Watrezr Ricnarp, Mansfield st, June 7 
bs High © 


Busey, Hagry, Leicester, 
Pet June 24 ‘Ord June 2 


Ord June 24 


Butrzrwortu, THomas, 


UTTON, JAcoB i Joun, 
Bridg- Bristol 


a rd June 24 
June 25 

Bavuett, Gronce Witriam, Broadstairs, 
Canterbury Pet 


Surveyor 
June 2 Ord June 4 


Buss, Erne. Joanna, Brighton Brighton Pet June 8 | | a omar, 


| Hanzrison, Leeds, Potted Mea’ 
Pet June 26 Ord June 25 
Bristol, Fancy Warehouseman | 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Crark, Arnriorn Cuaries, Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Boot | 
et June 25 Ord June 26 
Dartford 


Kingsland rd, 
Court Pet June 25 Ord | Coopzs, Jossru Egorcs, White Lion st, Norton Fae, | 
a bay Sone pot Sune 35° Gandones 
, Tuomas, Newport, Mon, 
' port, Mon Pet J 


Licensed Victualler Leicester | Dz Pree, J, J, Victoria st High Court Pet June 


Seagrave rd Brompton, Jobmaster 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


and Tuomas Burreswortu Duncayx, Witt1am Haypy, and Grorce Mansoy, Cardiff, 
Hairdressers Cardiff 


{ Manufacturers Pet June % Ord June 24 


Hexsert, Kingston upon Hull. Boxmaber 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Eames, Foonas, jun, Gainsborough, Lincs, Baker Sheffield 
Pet J 24 ° Ord June 24 
Pet | | Geemee  eoenn, Corwen, Piatenethe, Greengroc 

Wrexham Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
| Frercuen, Peter, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Tanner 
Cockermouth Pet June18 Ord June 24 
| Pavan, Wituiam Butwer, Bolton, Painter Bolton Pet 


| Du NN, 


, Builder Rochester 


June2 Ord June 24 26 Ord June 26 











July 
—— 
Garay, W: 

and 
GaeEN WOO: 

ne: 

\ : 

Hae : 
Hagman, 


Tunbri 
Hawzey, J 
Joiners 


Hupirce, 

Horse, 8 
on Tyn 

Jones, 


LANGGAARI 


Mantin, 8 
Court 

Moncan, R 
Pet Jus 

Nassiv. P. 
Commi 


June 26 
Nosiett, ) 
Pet Jun 


Rgavi._z, 
Birminy 


Reynops, | 
Pet, Jun 
Rosson, Jo: 
and Gr 
Ord Jur 


24 
Taomas, E 
VALENTINE ¢ 


May 23 
Wastiz, M. 


Dudle 
Warson, LF 
K x 


Hull Pe 
Wit1ams, 
Farmer 


—, Fre 
y5at 
Bastuerr, F 
July 8 a 
Bowzr, Gro 


NEB, De 
Rec, 31, 4 
Buonaway, | 

July 6 ai 
Burrerworr! 
Hasrison 
5atll © 
CuaMBERLAIN 


h 
Davies, J OHN 
» Poi 


Jal 9 at] 
Dixoy qed 
Batli O 
NN, HERBE:! 
atll Off 

» THOMA 

Off 

8, Bensas 


Evans, dou t 


§ chm 

Pave, bing 
E 

Hat, Epwin 
st, Oil Mer 


st 
Harpy, Wit 
ll 81, Ma 
Harwanp, AL 
81, Al 
Haze, ALYRE 
12 


om, Witiram 
uly 5at1 
Hows Jony W 


C, 
Hoyver, Samu 
J Off I 
ELUONI, Forr 


Ku, J ty 





ton 


ald, 


rent 
rket 


ira, 


ort 


rd 
xon, 


ne 
aster 

diff, 
paker 
affield 
roe 
annet 


, Pet 





jon, Witiiam Awe 
land 


Hams, 
Hasan, 


eee 
Hoxter, Samvew, South 


JonzES, 
Mer 
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Spptetant, Labourer Sunder- 


N, 
Pet June 24 Ord 


Gauznwoop, Roser Rixgy. oo ie Crort, Bradford, 


Engineers Bradford Pet June 256 Ord June 25 
Gzorce WuitFizLp, Lowestoft, Gmachowne: 
Great Yarmouth PetJune 24 OrdJune2% 

Franx. Rotherfleld, Sussex, t memes 
Tunbridge Wells Pet June 22 Ord June 2 


memsr, Jossru, and Haw tey, gt pe Caine, Lancs, 


Burnley Pet June25 Ord June 

Wittiam, Dudley, Worcesters, Dealer in 
Explosives Dudley Pet une 25 Ord June 25 
Shields, Engineman Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June24 Ord me 24 

van Evans, armarthen, Coal 
t Carmarthen Pet pad 22 Ord June 22 


LayeoaarD, Jens Henn, Liverpool, Master Mariner 


Liverpool Pet April17 Ord June 24 


Luorp, ALBERT, Frome, Somerset, Confectioner Frome 


wie vase = Bae bo Mo - Agent High 
Magtiy, ucklersbu: ortgage Agen’ 

Court et’ May 15. Ord June 

Mone ANy coe Oid Hill, Staffs, Te ae Striker Dudley 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


Nassir. Pau Nicnonas, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale 
ee Agent High Court Pet June 26 Ord 
une 26 


Hosisrt, Martruew, _-, Corn Miller Blackburn 
Pet June 24 ne * 


ade ap Ry + a ay ~ need Maker 
Birmingham Bet Jame ae Ord June 2 

Reyyoips, Gzorcz, Newport, I of W, Btationer Newport 
Pet, June 26 Ord June 26 

Rosson, Jonn TxHompson, Newcastle on Tyne, Labourer 
and Greengrocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 24 
Ord June 24 

Suiru, Tuomas Gitxs, Cheltenham, Grocer Cheltenham 
Pet June 26 Ord June 28 

Sotomoy, ABRAHAM, —_—. Tailor Birmingham 

Newport, Mon, Bridge 


Pet June 25 Ord June 26 
et June 25 Ord June 25 


SrezL, CHARLES BAZALGETTE, 
Engineer Newport, Mon 
Lancs, Newsagent Bolton 


Srewart, James, Adlington, 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Butuivan, Parricx, Widnes, Grocer 
24 June 25 
Tayionr, Wiit1am ©, Westbourne Park rd High Court 
Pet May iy Ord Sune 24 pool, D 
TeurLeTon, Davin, iver . Draper 
June 24 Ord June 24 - 
Taomas, EsentzEr Row1anp, Newport, Mon, Iron 
Merchant Carmarthen Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Vatentine & Co, Welli m chmbrs, Tooley st, Produce 
a Merchants High Court Pet Feb12 Ord 
y 23 
Wastiz, Marruzw Frank, may Worcesters, Baker 
gy Pet June 24 Ord June 2 
a, ames Renney, and Ricu fe Wituiam Bigp, 
ston upon Hull, Shipbuilders Kingston upon 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
ll RicHARD ASHWEEK, 
Farmer Plymouth Pet June 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aun, Frepreriok Wittiam, Hereford, Hotel Keeper 
July 5 at 3.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Bastiert, FrepERick WILLIAM, ey Surrey, Florist 
July 8 at 11.30 24, — app, London bridge 

Bowen, “as Bridgwater ware sn a July 5 
at 11 W H Tamlyn, Hi h st, Bri 

Bremner. Donatp, Swansea, Hosier Tul 6 ati2, 30 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

BUcHANAN, Rosert, South Side, Clapham 
July 6 at 230 Bankruptcy blige, Carey st 

BurrerworTH, TxHomas, and Tuomas Burrerwortu 
Hagrison, Leeds, Potted Meat Manufacturere July 
5at1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

CuampeRLain, Harry, Dartford, "Builder July 8 at 11.15 
115, High st, Rochester 

Davies, Joun, Portmadoc, Baker July 8 at 2 Sportsman 
Hotel, Portmadoc 

Dexxerr, Hewey, Seagrave rd, Jobmast 
July 9 at 12 ene Ve, Cae _ 

Dixon, Eruraim, Featherstone, Yorks, Cycle Agent July 
Sat11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketiet 

Duyy, Herser, i a actin July 5 
at il Off Reo, Trini thy Hull 


Liverpool Pet June 


Liverpool Pet 


Hatherleigh, Devon, 
Ord June 25 


Common 





Eawzs, noms kas, J Gainsborough Lines, Baker July 5 
at 11 Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
>. a, Norwich, Fruit Grower July 5 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Evays, Joun Epw ARD, savant, Grocer July 5 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
“—, Witiam Bu LMER, Bolton, Painter July 9 at 11 
ff Rec, Exchange st, Bolto: 
Haus Epwix JAMES, ani liven Joun Hatt, Leadenhall 
st, Oil Merchants July 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
w Moor, Yorks, Traveller July 5 at 
, Bradfo d 


y st 
Hany, a 


1 31, Manor ro OK 
Haywarp, ALRED, Swansea, Baker July 5 at 12 Off 
a 
Hark, AtyRep, Old Kent wk —_— Dealer July 5 at 
ankruptcy bldgs, Care 


iV Wiiu1aM, yrds » West Yorks, Commission Agent 
Sat 11.30 74, Newborou h, Scarborough 
OHN Wii, "Sheff Shella, Hogincer July 5 at 11.30 


Rec, 

Honver, SAmvEL, South ohield a Engineman July 5 at 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne Tyne 

Jumox1, Fortunato, Southamp 

per J 5 at 3 Off Rec, Tra, 
Kur, Jasper AMES, ag eel Auctioneer July 10 

at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care’ 

Kua, Many, Ongar, 


Schoslanistress July 8 at 12 
%, Railway app, London Bridge 
Wit1am, Salford, Grocer July 5 at 3 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, roe ein 
en Green, 
Bankruptcy 


“hang 


igh st, Southampton 





layyox, Wittiam Bennet, 
ravel 


oor keris 
5 at 2.30 
bldgs, Carey st ’ 


— 


LozweEnsTEiy, Apotr, Queen Victoria st, Commission 
t July 8 at 2°30 Bankruptcy bl: aS Prope 
Marcrort, Witiiam Henry, a Proprietor 


July 5 at 3.30 Off Rec, apne le 
d Vice July 15 
ff Rec, Ni ew, in 
Moupp, ‘Anzac Epwix 
1 
Nixoy, Stuart Ernest, East Tet Pitney, ay Clerk 
July 5at 11.30 24, nnn app, mrt ion 


Mp: a Saeet, Newport, I of 
~ Suffolk, Farmer July Sat 
Off Rec, 38, Prleconet't st, I 
of W, Stationer July 15 


Reyso.ps, Groraz, Newport, I 
at 230 Off N 
Roserrs, WILLIAM, Hereford, Licensed Victualler 


July 5at9.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 


SaywE.L, Joun, Sheffield, Contractor July 5 at 
12 30’ Off Reo, Figtrec tn Shethiela 


SEAGER, Wituam Anrnur, Sheffield. Cutlery Manager 
. cars at 12 Oit Rec, Figtree In, Be! er 
IMPSON, FREDERICK, Kingston upon a 
Off Bee, Trinity House In, Hull ’ 
cum SAMUEL Moszs, East Stonehouse, Furniture Dealer 
» —es ll y Fang eam —— Stancil 
TEWART, J AMES, 1D, cs, Newsagent Ju a 
3 Off Ree, ;, Bolto: J 


e n 
Trorman, Antoun Witiiam, North Libley, nr Dursley, 
Glos, Coachbuilder July 6 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, 


Turner, WItuia Wolverhampton, Builder July 9 at 
11 Off Rec, ‘Wolverhampton . 


WALKER, oe Joun, ee Staffs, Schoolmaster 
July 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, W olverhampton 
Wasp, Atyrep, New ry Kent, Wheelwright July 
8at12 116, st, Rochester 
Warve.., Joun WEs.ey, Sheffield, Aérated Water Manu- 
w — J pod 5at3 Off Rec, In, oT. 
HEA E ANNIE, Bilston, Staffs, per y 5at 12 
Off Ree, Wolverhampton 


Ware.rrox, Gzorce Barzs, Malton, Yorks, Surgeon’s 
aoe keeper July5 at12 74, Newborough, Scarbor- 


wie’ Eyocn, Sabet, Me eageter July 10 at 10.30 
WILKEs, Eu, Siecnentten lee July 9at 12 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asn, Masex Patience Gerrrupe, Handsworth, Staffs, 
Grocer ty > 3 Bromwich Pet June5 Ord June 24 
ae ~ JESSE od Miller Macc 
Fane 98. Oed Dune 
Buaxz, Epwix L gy Fishponds, Bristol Bristol Pet 


June 15 Ord J 
Bowen, GrorGE, heat ll Hardware Dealer Bridgwater 
Pet June 24 June 24 
Bray eee ALF a, 2 Bedford, Florist Bedford Pet 
une 24 


my ° WALTER Ricuarp, Mansfield st, Kingsland rd, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet June 25 Ord 


June 25 
ae 4 — Wiu.14m, Broadstairs, Surveyor Canter- 
y 


June 24 Ord June 24 

Buruey, Harry, Leicester, Licensed Victualler Leicester 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Buss, Erne. Joanna, Brighton Brighton Pet June 8 
Ord Juae 25 

Burrerwortn, Tuomas, and Tuomas Burrerworts 
Hargison, Armley, Potted Meat Manufacturers 
Leeds Pet June 5 Ord June 25 

Bourrox, Jacos Jouy, Bristol, Fancy Warehouseman 
Bristol Pet June 24 Ord June 25 


CHAMBEBLAIN, pe Dartford, Builder Rochester Pet 
June7 Ord June 25 
Ciark, ARTHUR i. Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Boot 

Maker rt Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Coes, CHARLES any Whitehall pl, Whitehall High 
Court Pet April30 Ord June 24 

Cooper, Joszrn Leoproutp, Well st, Hackney, Stationer 
High Court Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Davigs, Tuomas, em Ord Ju June spengmen Newport, 
Mon Pet June 24 

Denyett, Henry, Brompton, Jobmaster 
High Court Pet ry ont June 

Duncan, Witui w Haypy, and GrorcEe Cardiff, 
og 

upon Hu ings 

une 24 Ord June 24 

7 Ren be juan, Gainsborough, Lincs, Baker Sheffield 
Pet June 24 Ord J 

Greengrocer 


Epwagps, Rosert, om Merioneths, 
Wi Pet June 24 Ord June 

ie = Piccadilly High Court Pet Mays Ord 

Fryer, ae Buiaer, Bolton, Painter Bolton Pet 
June Ord June 26 

Grex, ae Auten, Sunderland, Labourer Sunder- 
land Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Guamasin pat Rivey, and Agruur Gasen, Bradford, 

Bradford Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Hame, Grorce Wuirrikip, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt 


Yarmouth Pet June 24 aus canes 
Haxmay, Tease Rotherfield, Sussex, aang Tun- 


Du co = 


bridge Wi Pet June 22 Ord June 

Hivorros, eae "Dealer in Explosives 
Dudley Pet June 25 

Hoitioway, 


Sipyery, Stourbrid; Worcester, Incorporated 
Accountant Stourbridge Ora June 


Hunren, Samu, South ~ +l Newcastle 
on e Pet June 24 Ord June 4 

Jones, Evan Evans, Lian then, Coal 
M t C Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


Lewis, Witiiam Freperick, Brook st, Hanover sq High 
Court Pet March 27 Ord June 24 


~~ bo Frome, Confectioner Frome Pet June 24 

une 

Mavpock, Joun Heyy, Southport, Upholsterer Liverpool 
Pet June 22 Ord June 24 

Moran, Bexs, Old Sa Staffs, Anchor Striker Dudley 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Nassiv, Pavut Nicuou. Portsdown rd, Maida V 

Commission Agent “High 








Court Pet June 26 
June 26 
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Nosiett, Marruew, 


Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Ratu, Apoupuus Isipors, Bream’s ie bites, Fetter In, Rubber 
Fhe Manufacturer High Court Pet April 12 Urd 


une 

Sransury, Cuartes Henry, Devonport, Miller Plymouth 
Pet May 30 Ord June 26 

i pe Sasauguere, - leant. Mon, Bridge 

Engineer soups, See June 25 Ord June 26 

Srewakrt, Jaman, | Gan Newsagent Bolton 
Pet Juve 24 

SULLIVAN, Sa ‘Widoes, Lancs, Grocer Liverpoo 
Pet June 24 Ord June 


Tuomas, Davin, pg A Soveetion, Glam, Butcher 
Cardiff Pet June 8 Ord June 

Tuomas, Esznezern Row ann, aR Mon, Iron Mer 
chant Carmarthen Pet June22 Ord June 22 

Wastit, Matruzw oa Dudley, Baker Dudley Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Watson. James Renney, Ship aiee Wim Brep, 

ingston upon uilders Kingston apon 

Hull PetJune25 Ord J 

Wituams, Richarp ASHWEEK, atthe, Farmer 
Piymouth Pet June 26 Ord June 26 7 

Woops, Arruun a Billingsgate, Fish Salesman 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord June 26 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Dickixsox, JoHN Mare, Holbeck, om, fee 
Potter Leeds Adjud Jan 8, 1900 June 10, 1901 


London Gazette.—Tuuspay, July 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
em, puss, 7 dant 9 Cheshire Ashton under Lyne 
et 
Brake, ay oe — jo Yeoman Bridg- 
water Pet J 9 Ord June 
Bruce, ent an Sawee on Tyne, General 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Butiivant, WiLt1am Rosrnson, Newcastle on Tyne 
castle on June 27 June 27 


Burwe.., Gzorez Parsaick, Kingston Hull, 
a Travelier Kingston upon Hi Pet June 28 
une 28 


Craicen, James Rosert, West Green rd, Tottenham, 
Edmonton Loting + MT 


Com- 


Drewirtt, GrorGEz, 
June 29 Ord June 29 
—_ Py Sutton, Builder Croydon Pet May 24 


une 

Puen, Besse, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet June 27 Ord 

QGueamani, G, Dean st, Soho, Restaurant Keeper h 

Court’ Pet June 8 Ord Jane 28 ~ 

HELLAWELL, ABRAHAM Brooke, i Yorks, Overlooker 
Dewsbury Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Hensoy, Mary Jang, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
June June 28 

Hitt, R Marcuam, Lincoln HighCourt Pet May25 Ord 


June 28 
Howarp, Water Cuaries, Abbots Ripton, Grocer 
Pet June 


28 Ord June 28 
Hv: S&S wn Halifax, General Dealer Halifax 
Ord June 26 


James, Davip _ &., Williamstown, nr Penygraig, Glam, 
Coal Miner Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Lake, James Wituiam, Garvestone, Ni Farmer 
- os ag ~ Ord Juce 28 
onK, Francis pper 
May 23 Ord J 


y 2 
Norrer, Wavres, Greetland, nr Halifax, Tailor Halifax 


Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
rim, Tuomas, Blackpool, Grocer Preston Pet June 
Ord June 28 
Pom, Cari thwark, Solicitor High Court Pet 





Pant = Leigh, Essex Chelmsford Pet June 4 
une 
Psacr, Vernow, Sheffield, Printer’s Engineer Sheffield 
Pet June 10° Ord June 27 
on ; ag 3B, Lydney, Glos, Builder Newport, Mon 
27 


une 29 

Ricwarpson, fh pos Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
June 26 Ord June 26 

Rosiyson, Horatio Heyry Psixe, Brighton High Court 


Pet June1 Ord June 27 
a ~ Arruvun, Manchester, Grocer Manchester Pet 
Ros ye ag, se ton, D: 
a URIC Edmon‘ raper 
onton ‘Pet June ie tk bene 
ene =. Hewry, Handsworth, Painter Birming- 
ham Pet June27 Ord J = 


or + y Marruew, Bingley, Yorks Bradford Pet 
June5 Ord 


Spinner Bradford Pet June 
Rutland, Baker Leicester 


e's J Ang ee 


ovement oe 
une 28 Ord 
Stroxg, 
Pet J 
Camden st, Camden Town, Builder 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Surrie.p, Joun, Worcester, Licensed 
ron Pe ane Ord June 27 
RNEY, MUBL, ‘baston, Birmingham, 
Ww a Ord June 26 
Waits, Wituam, Gt Portland Licensed 
High Court Pet Junell Ord June 27 
FIRST agg er 


Ricuagp, 
Licensed Victualler ante 12 at ue 


mer 
Bauma.y, Groner Witt1am, Broadstairs, Surveyor July 11 


Srvuart, 
‘Worvces- 


Druggist 


Browy, W. Kingsland 








at 9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
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Bururvant, Witt1am Rosixsox, Newcastle upon Tyne | 
July 9at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


Newcastle upon | 


aovast.3 ane, Leicester, ay rm Victualler July 11 at | 


Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Buss, Erne. Joanna, — July 11 at 10.30 Off Ree, | 
4, Pavilion bidgs, ton 

Burrow, Jacos Jons, Bristol, Fancy Warehouseman July 
12at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Crarx, Antour CxHaries, Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Boot 
Maker July 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Coorzr, JoszrpnH Leoroip, Well st, Hackney, Stationer 
July 9at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davigs, og a Butcher Tyaly 11 at 11.30 
Ship Hotel, Ban: 

De Evivorr, J, Viotoria st July 11at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Epwarps, Rosert, Corwen, 
July 10 at 11,15 The Priory, Wrexham 


Merioneths, Greengrocer | 


Euwe.., Bensamix, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer July 10 | 


at12 174, Corporation st, Birming’ 


Ewen, Jamus ALrrep, Gt Crosby, ian. Ladies’ Outfitter | 


July 10 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Forrester, Jouy, Burslem, Btaffa, Grocer July 9 at 11,30 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Frienp, Exias, Leeds, Tailor July 9 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 8 


— ALLEN, Sunderland, Labourer July 9 at | 
3 


ff Rec, 25, John st. Sunderland 


GazEnwoop, Rosert Rivey. and Artuur Crort, Bradford, | Hetawatd, ABBARAM Seeeun. Fn nt , Yorks, Seeteten 


Engineers July 9 at 11 Off Rec, 
Bradford 
Ham, @rorce WurrrizLp, Lowestoft Smackowner June 


or row 


a Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yar- | 


Harman, Frank, Rotherficld, Sussex, Bricklayer July 10 
at 2.30 Mr. Parris, 65, High st, Tunbriage Wells 
Hivpitcu, ons Dudley, Dealer in losives July 11 
atll Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Ho.uoway, Sypney, Stourbridge, Worcester, Incor 


| Hunter, Caruesine, Halifax, General Dealer 


| ‘Wasrie, Marruew Frank, Dudley, Baker July 11 at 
at 11.30 Ree, beteniny mma bs et, Dudley 

| Wii1ams, Richarp AsHwEEK, Hatherlei igh, —_— Farmer 
July 10 at 11 6, Athenzeum terr, Plymou 

| Wrutiams, Wiiuram, Carnarvon, a any July 9 at 
12.80 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

| Worraut, Jonny, and Jonny Wittiam Yeats. Manchester, 


Manufacturers’ —_ July 10 at 230 Off Ree, 
Byrom st, Mancheate: 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bew.tey, Artuur Sranury, Liverpool, Paint Merchant 
Liverpool Pet May 23 Ord June 27 


Booru, E.izaspetu, Y de, Cheshire Ashton under Lyne 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Brake, Witiiam, Chedzoy, Somerset, Yeoman Bridg- 
water Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Bavocz, Cuartes Epwin, Newcastle on Tyne, General 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 28 Ord June 29 


Burweitt, Grorcz Partaicx, Kingston upon Hull, 
Commercial er on upon Hull Pet 
June 28 Ord June 

—, 7 Exias, Leeds, *Pailor Leeds Pet June27 Ord 
une 2 


Fray, Henry Ervest, and ame Horace Evsairt, 
Laurence Pountney hill, { High Court Pet 
May 21 Ord June 29 

Sen ALFRED, Old Kent nll poe Dealer High 
Cor Pet May 25 Ord J 
Dewsbury Pet June27 Ord J 

Henson, Mary Janz, Nottingham "Nottingham Pet 
June 28 June 28 

Howanp, WATER Cuarves, Abbots Ripton, Grocer Peter- 

rough Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Halifax 


Pet June 26 Ord June 26 


| James, Lavip Owex, Wiliiamstown, nr Pen 


porated 
t July 9 at 1.30 James Hinds, ery | 


Stourbridge, Solicitor 
Jounsox, Tuomas JoserH, Birmingham July 10at2 174, 
st. Birmingham 
Jones, Evan Evans, Llangeler. Carmarthen, Coal Merchant 
July 10 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen . , 
uly 10 


Lioyp. ALBERT, Frome, erset, Confectioner 
at12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

nee, i. Old Hill, Staffs, ee Striker July 11 
at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


yeraig, Glam. 
Coal Miner Pontypridd Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Lake, James WILLIaM, re. Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet June28 Ord J 
Stsoem, & GrorceE W, Sheffiela Shotield Pet April18 Ord 


une 27 
Nurrer, Wavtse, Greetland, nr Halifax, Tailor Halifax 


Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

| O'Hara, arene Blackpool, Grocer Preston Pet June 
28 Ord June 28 

Pask, ARTHUR iS Leigh, Essex Chelmsford Pet June 4 


POR 4g Jouy, } tere Re ka Joiner July 22 at 11.30 
Court | 


house, No 


rons. M and Joun Tay a Inverness - Bayswater 


uly 11 at11 Bankruptvy bidgs, Carey st 

—— Joszru, Gt Grimsby, Music — July 9 
atll Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims! 

Secmmn, G Hamicrox, Sandmere rd, Ginphars July 10 at 
2.30 ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ricuarpson, Grorce, Haxby, Yorks, aed July 10 at 
1216 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yor! 

Rossox, Jonn Tuomrson, Newcastle a Tyne, Labourer 
July 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Roppy, ArrHuR, pion, Grocer July 10 at 3 Off 
Byrom st, Manchester 
Rorr, Tuomas Henny, North End, oapetend, Builder 
Jul: 12at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


June 2 
Pricr Pad Lydney, Glos, Builder Newport, Mon 
Pet June 27° Ord Juae 29°” >" 
ProrHenog, Joun, Sateiee Risca, Mon, Beer Retailer 
Newport, Mon Pet June19 Ord June 29 


| Richarpsoy, Gzorce, Haxby, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 


Rost, Jouw Exxest Manper, Birmingham, Grocer July | 


llatili 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Busurorts, Martuew, Bingley, Yorks July 11 at 11 30 
Off Rec, 31, Manor rd, Bradford 
Simnons, Richarp Atrrep, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
July 10 at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Surru, Joz, Wyke, bradford, — July 11 at 11 Off 
row, 


BrRatiy, WILLIAM Janes, Hammersmith July 10 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sysonw, Franx, and, James Seymour a Liverpool, | 
Outfitters July 10 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Temp.etox, Davip, Liverpool, Draper July 10at3 Off | 
} Victoria 


et, Liverpool 


365, } 
Tuomas, AL¥RED, Oswestry, Satop, Photographer July 10 | 
at11.45 The rex ham 


Priory, 
Esenxezes Rowianp, Newport, Mon, Iron 
— July 9 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra ra, 


Van Sm EN, my ee & Co, Leadenhall st July 12 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy b lags, Carey st 


Tuomas, 


June 26 Ord Juae 26 

Rosson, Joun THomrson, Newcastle on Tyne, Labourer 
Newcastie on Tyne PetJune 24 Ord June 28 

Roppy, Arruur, Manchesier, Grocer Manchester Pet 
June 27 Ord June 27 

Rusery, Tuomas Henry, Handsworth, Painter Birming- 
ham Pet June 27 Ord June 27 p 

Samvets, Jacos, Battersea pk 44 Tailor Wandsworth 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Sraives, Joun Francis, Bloomsbury sq, Surgeon High 
Court Pet Aprii26 Ord June 24 

STEVENSON, J AMES, Usplaaiom, Rutland, Baker Leicester 
Pet June 28 Ord June 

TayLor, JosEPH WILSON, Norfolk st, Strand, Chartered 
Accountant High Court Pet Feb7 Urd June 27 

Tixpa, Cuarves H, Copthallay High Court Pet May 18 

T = bre 4 Edgbas' Bi 

URBNEY, SamvuE., Edgbaston, Birmingham, D Wol- 

verhampton Pet June 26 oy seme nore 

Van Rooyen, Epwarp Samson, and Juius = y, Leaden- 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
de @- WAINWRIGHT, 


Rk. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C. 1. (Oxford), 
} First Class Honours. late Scholar of Christ Church, 
Editor of the Eleventh Edition of “Smith’s Manual of 
Common Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE 
for the Bar and University Law ms by Day, 
ane. or Post. 

Uni Examinations, 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent 


up) success ul, 
Bar inations, March, 1901.—25 sent up, 21 passed, 
a Becond’ Class. 
Address, 11, New-court, , Carey-street, WwW. c. 
AW. — Clerk Seeks Re- -engegement it in 
Solicitor’s Office ; uot to pane, Rent Collecting, 
&e.—D., » BB, Grandison-road 
AW. —Young Solicitor (admitted), desirous 
of gaining experience, Seeks Employment in Office of 
General Practice; nominal salary.—Lrx, 33, Gordon-road, 


Treasurer. 








4 obtaini 


’ . 


AW PARTNERSHIP. — Solicitor (33), 
Old Harrovian, Oxford Graduate, many years’ 
experience London and Coun | now Managing Clerk to 
well-known Country Firm and acting as Deputy Town 
Clerk, Wishes to Purchase Country Practice.—R. A., The 
Grove, Hertford. 


AW PRACTICE.—For Sale, in North 
Country Manufacturing Bsa an Old-established 
Practice, Couverancing and neral ; senior partners 
deceased ; a good nucleus for cae man ; satisfactory 
reason for ; old offices can be had on reasonable 
terms.—App ye Tuomas WaTERWORTH, Chartered Account- 
ant, Blackburn. 


ENTLEMAN (Law Final; unadmitted) 
Seeks Employment ; Conveyancing, Common Law, 
General Office; age 23.—Box 519, ** Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chansery-iane, W.C. 


A RETIRED SOLICITOR having private 
property wishes to meet with a Young, Single 

Solicitor (30) in good praciice. town or country. —Wasp, 

onder Sharp’s Library, Queen’s-terrace, Finchley-road, 
ondon, 








ITa View to Partnership. _ Young 
Solicitor Seeks Employment with good Firm A 
Solicitors.—Box 524, “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 2%, 

Chancery-lane, W.c. 
o) OX. IOR Conveyancing < or “General Clerk- 
ship —Clerk (214), 8 years’ experience in one office, 
Desires Vhange; good Conveyancing and general know: 
ledge; : chorthand, hi waco Book- keeping ; excellent 
references — Address, ** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 
M‘4Paiee AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
ey: English aaa Foreign ( Governesses, er 











hallst Gigh Vout Pet May 15 Ord June 29 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. — 





EQUITY AND LAW 


BIEFE ASSURANOE SOOTHE Ty. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed 


1844, 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 


alterations, to 


SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





Segiioebion ve agg for Deitiah Isles, Continent, 
Africa, America, Asia, Australasia; Schools and Educa- 
tional Homes Recommended.—141, Regent-street, WwW. 


RIGHTON GRAND HOTEL. —Centre of 
splendid sea front; electric light throughout; lift to 
all floors; sea water swim th ; inclusive terms (if 
desired) from 12s. daily or 3} guineas weekly.—For further 
particulars apply to ManaGeEr, 








} ONEY. — Wanted, £14, 000 ‘at 3 pe 

cent, ctual payment on Mortgage of valual 
Freehold Poonent on Roath Coast ; first-rate trustees’ 
security.—A as, A., ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


WANTED, £4,000 for three years at 3 
f Freehold and 

Leasehold Prope ne on Mortgage of F mould pay fe tal cot costs 
includin; pny £70.—Repiy, T. 

Journal” Office, 2 27,  Chancery-lane, W.c. 
)REEHOLD GROUND- ‘RENTS, £66, pa 

annum, 6} times secured u 
Pa to be sold to pay 4 per Seas Mes 





Davip Bupnerr & Co., Surveyors, 15, Ni 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) tty) aol 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
to direct the attention of the Legal fession 


to the “ of Sie long cupertenee © of upwards of 
years, in the special oeme note 
ay ‘and hereby solicits their continu 


Fone Gratis for Statu Trp Soar) 
Partnership,” with 


tions of 
Official or adverdimments aid Mind’ aie of Lande 
Gasette’”’ pe a 























TH. 


